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PREFACE

I once heard a network news executive responding to a
question concerning the lack of depth in television reporting.
He said that the subjects npst often conpl ai ned about are so
broad and conplex as to defy in-depth reporting in the first
place, but that nore realistically it was not the network's
intention to appeal to an audi ences who was so naive as to think
that the global situation could be adequately reviewed in 2l
m nutes each evening. That same type of realismwarrants
consideration in the introduction to this paper. The reader nust
keep in perspective the fact that | amnot a |earned scholar in
M deast affairs, but rather a military officer who chose this
subj ect because | strongly feel it is sonething about which I
and others, know entirely too little. Three nonths or so of
collatetal reading and witing does not pretend to fill such a

| arge know edge gap. It only underscores the accuracy of the



original prem se.

The intention, therefore, is to take a walk-in-the-park
approach to |l ooking at the history of Iran and Iraq and, to sone
extent, the M deast. After quickly reviewing the region's
ancient heritage, the focus is on three areas: the rise and fal
of Iran under the last shah; the rise of the nowruling Baathist
party in Iraq; and the Pal estinian situation. Then, follow ng a
| ook at Khoneini and his ideology, a chronological review of the
1980' s provi des sone quotations, historical remnders, and
intrigue-filled allegations. Finally, discussion of sone of the
war's |likely causes and a few broad | essons | earned are presented
for consideration. A conscious effort has been nade to provide
sonme insight into the perspectives of all concerned countries.

There are two additional introductory notes, the first being
about the nodern oil situation. According to the U S. State
Departnment, Persian/ Arabian Qulf countries supply 25 per cent of
all oil moving in world trade today, and they possess 65 per cent
of the world's known petrol eum reserves. Dependi ng on the
source, 30-60 per cent of western Europe's oil inports come from
the gulf, as do 60-75 per cent of Japan's. While the conparable
figure for the U S. is only 15-20 per cent, a March 1987
Department of Energy security study shows that total U S
imports could double by the mid - 1990's. As recent history has
established, a disruption of even 5 per cent will drastically
damage the free world econony. The Sovi et bloc, on the other
hand, is a net exported of oil.

Lastly, | nust point out that the spelling of names and

places as presented in this paper is not necessarily



authoritative, but rather what |'ve found nost conmonly used.
Finally, the ternms Persian and lranian are used virtually

i nt erchangeabl y throughout, a practice |I've also found common.

As best | can determi ne, the Reza Shah officially changed the
nane of the country fromPersia to Iran in 1934, but that to
sonme, both have al ways been accepted. |Iran by word origin is the
same as Aryan, and Persians were just one of the ancient |ndo-

European Aryan tribes that settled in the region
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THE HI STORI CAL LEGACY
The countries we now call Iran and Iraq share a | egacy going

back several nillennia. Geat civilizations - Assyrian



Babyl oni an, Sunerian - flourished in this land of the Tigris and
Euphrates. The Garden of Eden was here. Both people, the Arabs
(lraqis) and the Persians (lranians), had vital roles in ancient
M deast culture, and both fell to Alexander the Geat while
escaping Roman rule. In the 7th century the entire region fel
to Arabian conquerors alive with the new fervor of Islam It is
that period, the tine of Muhammad, to which the origins of the
present hostilities can be traced.1
MUHAMVAD AND HI S FAI TH

The term | slam meani ng subm ssion to God, is derived from
the Muslim holy book, the Koran. The followers of Muhanmad, the
founder of the Islamreligion, are called Miuslins. The story of
| sl am begi ns in Arabia where nomads, or Bedouins, |ived according
to a tribal pattern. At the head of each tribe was a sheik,
el ected and advised by the heads of the related famlies
conprising the tribe. Aside fromtheir flocks, the Bedouins
exi stence relied on booty fromraids on caravans, settlenents, or
other tribes. They worshiped a | arge nunber of gods and spirits,
many of whom were believed to inhabit trees, wells, and stones.
One of the fewcities in Arabia was Mecca, |ocated on the major
north-south caravan route. Mecca (now, with Riyadh, one of the
capitals of Saudi Arabia) was a fanous religious sanctuary to
whi ch many tribes made annual pilgrinmges to worship at the
tenmpl e. Known as the Kaaba (cube), this square tenple contained
a sacred black stone and the i mages of sone 350 |local deities and
fetishes. 2

Into this environment was born a man destined to transform
conpletely the religious, political, and social organization of
mllions of people. Mihamad (570-632) was |eft an orphan early
inlife, worked in the caravan trade, and married his enpl oyer

who was some fifteen years his senior. According to tradition

Muhamad frequently went into the foothills near Mecca to



nmeditate until, after a series of visions and revel ati ons which
began with a visit fromthe archangel Gabriel, he becane certain
that he was a divinely appointed prophet of Allah. Allah, The
CGod - the sane God worshi ped by Jews and Christians - had chosen
himto perfect the religion earlier revealed to Abraham Moses,
t he Hebrew prophets, and Jesus. 3

At first, perhaps understandably, Mhammad had little
success in attracting followers. Citizens ridiculed his
doctrine of resurrection, and were highly skeptical about for-
saking their gods for a "mad poet," or accepting the concept
that dying for one's faith assured entry into paradi se. But by
630, |large nunbers of pilgrinms had accepted the Prophet's
teaching, and Mhamad marched on Mecca wth an arny.
Vi ctorious, and nagnani nous toward his enemes, his first act was
to cast out of the Kaaba its nultitude of idols; the tenple
itself, however, together with the black stone, was preserved as
the supreme center of I|slam In the two remai ning years of
Muhamad's |ife, tribe after tribe of Bedouins throughout Arabia
offered himtheir loyalty. Upon his death in 632, the Prophet
left behind a faith which had united Arabia and which would
astound the world with its rapid expansion throughout Asia,
Africa, and the Far East.

Muslinms believe that the Koran contains the actual word of
CGod as reveal ed to Muhanmad over a period of nore that twenty
years. Because the Koran nust never be used in translation for
worship, the spread of Islamcreated extensive linguistic unity.
Arabi ¢ suppl anted many | ocal | anguages, and that part of the

Muslimworld which stretches fromMrocco to lraq is stil



Ar abi c-speaki ng. Further, this seventh-century book renains the
[ ast word on Muslimtheol ogy, law, and social institutions, and
is therefore still the nbst inportant textbook in Miuslim
uni versities.

Wthin the Koran is the central tenet of |Islam nonotheism
there is only one God, Allah. This is proclained five tinme daily

fromthe mnaret of the nosque as the faithful are called to

prayer: "God is nost great. | testify that there is no God but
Al | ah. | testify that Muhanmad is God's apostle. Cone to
prayer, cone to security. God is nost great."” Belief in one god

and in Muhammad as his Prophet is the first of five obligations,
known to the Muslins as the Pillars of Faith; the others are
prayer, alnsgiving, fasting, and a pilgrinage to Mecca for those
who can "afford" it. The Koran also provides Miuslins with a body
of ethical teachings; idolatry, infanticide, usury, ganbling, the
drinking of alcohol, and the eating of pork are all prohibited.
Pervading Islamis the principle of religious equality. There
are | eaders of worship in the nosques and there is the ulema, a
class of learned experts in the interpretation of the Koran, but
there is no priesthood or clergy - no intermedi ary between man

and God-only | aynen.

CULTURAL | DENTI FI CATI ON

In 637 AD, an Arab Mslem arny defeated the Persians and
destroyed the exi sting Sassani an enpire. Though t he peopl e of
what is now lran and Iraq converted alnost totally to Islam the

Persians still viewed this defeat as "a great calamty" and



imediately sought to maintain their distinctive cultura
identity.5 At first, Islamwas "nodified" to create an

i ndi vi dual Iranian version "not wedded to Bedouin custons and
beliefs.” 6 Later, in a conparable assertion of determ nation
the Persians played a significant role in the 750 AD defeat of
the sane Arab enpire that had defeated them |In the 9th century,
Arab and Irani an peopl e went through a period called Shuubiya, in
whi ch they expressed their ill regard by calling each other nanes

such as "lizard eater and fire worshiper." 7 During this period,
Per si ans preached their superiority over Arabs and the equality
in Islamof Arab and non-Arab Muslins. Likew se, Arabs viewed
Persians as conpletely inferior. These historical factors,

t hough probably of no political inmportance until the twentieth
century, shaped the cultural perceptions which persist today

bet ween Arabs and Persians, between Iraq and |ran. Even the

i nfluence of Islamwas not powerful enough to overcone their

respective cultural differences. 8

In 1492, the New Wrld was "discovered.” 1In 1501, with the
rise of the Safavid dynasty in Iran, Od Wrld history was
altered: Shiismwas proclained Iran's state religion.9 The
greatest Muslimschismis between Shiites and Sunni. In the
earliest days of Islam Shiites broke off in a dispute over
rightful |eadership over the Mislim community. VWil e Sunni s
accepted the best qualified nan from Muhanmad' s tribe as caliph
Shiites insisted that the position be held only by one of
Muhamad' s direct descendants. Shiites, ruled and doni nated by

the Sunni, had historically been viewed as a sect with heretica



and extreni st ideas. 10 Adoption of Shiismby the Safavids
mar ked the true begi nning of nodern Persian nationalism by
establishing publicly a distinctive cultural and politica
identity and even defining, to sonme extent, territoria
boundari es. 11

The Safavid kings viewed thensel ves as secul ar rul ers and
left religious | eadership to the theologians. The Shiite clerics
had | and and noney | avi shed upon them gradually gai ned econonic
i ndependence fromthe nonarchy, and acquired a steady growth of
i nfluence in Persian politics. They have never been willing to
give up the powerful and unique influence they gai ned under the

Saf avi ds.

THE ROOTS DEEPEN

At the beginning of the sixteenth century, when the Safavids
and Shiismenerged in Persia, the Otonman Turks had spent 250
years building their enpire. They viewed Iraq, which did not
come into existence as we know it until 1920, primarily as a
buffer region protecting their heartland from Persian
incursions.12 But the Ottomans considered the rise of Shiisma
political and ideol ogical threat. Shiites had becone nore and
nore prevalent in Asia Mnor over thee years and the Otonmans
feared that a revolt could split their enpire. Mstrust was so
great that 40,000 Shiites were massacred, and repressive neasures
against Shiites were instituted throughout the enpire. 13

Neverthel ess, the Safavid dynasty conquered Iraq in 1510.

They persecuted Sunni Mislins, destroyed Sunni shrines and built



new shrines to conplenent those existing that they already
considered particulary Shiite. Their war goals were sinple: (1)
regi onal influence, (2) unrestricted access to Shiite shrines
and safe passage to Mecca, and (3) security of the trade route
fromthe Persian Gulf to Khanagin (beginning with the Shatt-Al -
Arab River).14 The Ottomans eventual |y counterattacked, and for
over 100 years the fighting was virtually continuous until, in
1639, the Treaty of Zuhab finally established Otoman dom nance.
In so doing, however, it did little to prevent future conflict.
While it did formally incorporate Iraq into the Gttoman enpire
and did contain a pledge fromeach not to interfere in the
other's domestic affairs, it also created "a border so vague as
to resenbl e a broad zone generally about a hundred mles w de
where neither exercised nuch jurisdiction."15 Even so, the
treaty lasted for two centuries and was the foundation of all
future accords.

During that ensuing 200 years, Persian-Qtoman rel ations
were characterized by what mght today be called low intensity
conflict. Because of the ill-defined borders, numerous nonadic
tribes were unsure of their allegiances. In the early 1820's,
another war resulted in little nore than reaffirmation of the
Treaty of Zuhab; the' borders remai ned vague, and each si de agreed
to the principle of non-interference. According to Article 1 of
this First Treaty of Erzurum

"The Two Hi gh Powers do not adnmit each other's interference
inthe internal affairs of their respective states. "

but,
"Fromthis period on... no interference is to take
pl ace..."16

The treaty also assured Shiite pilgrins safe passage in Irag and

enroute Mecca.



Interference, of course, did take place, and twenty years
|ater the Gttonmans and Persians were again on the verge of war.
The Persians had supported a rebellion in Northern Iraq of a
nomadi ¢ Muslim peopl e called the Kurds; the tribal Turks had
begun to ignore borders in their novenents; and the G tomans had
attacked the one Persian port on the Shatt-al-Arab River
Khorranmshahr. There were new players on the scene now, though.
Russi an conquests just to the north in Caucasus and British
domi nation over India gave the two powers a direct interest in
Qtoman-lranian affairs. Russia hoped to build a road fromits
territories to Baghdad and needed a clearly defined boundary to
firmup negotiations; Britain wanted to settle di sputes over the
Shatt-al -Arab before setting up a steanship line there.

Wth little choice but to accept offers of nmediation from
Engl and and Russia, the Otomans and Iranians finally agreed to
the Second Treaty of Erzurumin 1847. It had three key points:
(1) Persia was granted soverei gnty over the east bank of the
Shatt-al - Arab, and the O tomans sovereignty over the west bank
(2) Persia was granted freedom of navigation in the Shatt-al -

Arab; (3) Persia pledged not to interfere in northern lraqgq (the

Kurds). 17 It al so authorized a comm ssion to deternine the
ground border. It did not, however, specifically discuss
control over the river itself, only the banks. The river was

under Otoman control and the treaty assuned it would stay that

way. 18



The issue festered. Individual tribes still lived on both
sides of the river and both the Otomans and Persians would claim
authority over them for the purpose of military conscription for
exanpl e. Khorranmshahr, Iran's port on the Shatt-al-Arab, though
at its intersection with the Karun River, made use of anchorages
in the Shatt itself. The Otonans insisted that this was their
territory since it was beyond the east bank, and Otonman custons
agents thus had a free hand to neddle in Iranian affairs. In
the north, efforts to survey the boundary were marked with a
"spirit of chicane, dispute, and encroachnent” which virtually
prevented the establishnment of an acceptabl e border. 19

In 1908, the British discovered oil in lran. Wth these new
strains on Khorranmshahr, Iran's conduit for all heavy nachinery
coming in and all oil going out, Otoman intervention in lran's
escal ating invol verent in world trade becane, probably for the
first tine, conpletely intolerable to a third country. 1In 1911
the O tonmans and Irani ans net al nbst continuously in an effort
to solve the boundary problem but failed. The Russi ans and
British again intervened, both recognizing that this issue had to
be resolved so that their attentions could be properly focused on
the growi ng nenace in Germany. In 1913, representatives of the
four countries agreed to the Constantinople Protocol. It
specifically stated that the Shatt-al - Arab was the southern
border and that its islands (except for three) and waters, except
for the anchorages surroundi ng Khorranshahr, belonged to the
Q t onans For the first time, Iran had won rights in the Shatt
itself.20 But despite a great deal of hoopla over the
di pl omatic success by all concerned, the conflict was far from

over. The Otomans never ratified the Constantinople Protocol



and in 1914 joined the German war effort.

THE NATI ON STATES

Just before the outbreak of the First World War, Arabs
within the Gttoman enpire had reached the breaking point in their
relations with the Turks. In an Arab Congress in 1913, they
denounced di scrimnatory treatnent and demanded hone rul e and
equality with Turkish citizens.21 Wth the growing strategic
i mportance of the Mddle East, the British governnent followed
the rise of Arab discontent with great interest. After the war
started, extensive correspondence was carried out between the
British high comr ssioner in Cairo and Sharif Husein, guardian
of the Arab holy places. |In the event of an Arab revolt, Britain
woul d recogni ze Arab independence except in Palestine and
"certain areas which mght be claimed by France."22 Britain's
anbi guous alliance with the Arab nationalist novenent was
sufficient to woo the Arabs into a policy of benevol ent
neutrality, and to thwart a Turkish attenpt to rouse the whol e

Musl im M ddl e East by preaching a jihad, or holy war, against the

British.
In 1916, the Arab revolt began. Husei n procl ai ned
i ndependence fromthe Turks and captured Mecca for his cause. In

the fighting that followed, the Arab forces were commanded by
Husein's son, who was assisted by a now fanbus British officer,
Col onel T.E. Lawrence, "Lawence of Arabia." Under his command,

the Arabs took a decisive part in the last battle against the



mai n Turkish forces in Septenber 1918

After the war, with Turkey defeated and the Ottoman enpire
destroyed, the Arab | eaders sought the independence they thought
Britain had prom sed and supported, but in vain. Syria and
Lebanon were nandated to France; Iraq and Pal estine to G eat
Britain. To the Arabs, the mandates were a poor substitute for
i ndependence, a flinmsy disguise for inperialism and ignorant of
the intensity of Arab nationalism |In Iraq, Britain was quick to
take steps to satisfy that prevailing nationalism avoiding the
i ntense conflict experienced by France in Syria and Lebanon
Though i ndependence did not cone until 1930, Iraq asserted her
nati onal rights early and went about the business of building the
base of a nodern economic life - roads, railways, oil pipelines-
all of which converged on one river, the Shatt-al-Arab.

Iran, too, began to flourish under the strong | eadership of
Reza Shah Pahl avi and the "protection" of Geat Britain. The oi
busi ness had grown to such a degree that a separate oil term na
was devel oped at Abadan, seven niles from Khorranmshahr.
Nationalitistic and anbitious, the Reza Shah began to lure sone
Arab tribes in the region into acquiring Persian nationality,
encouraging themto challenge their own new and di sorgani zed
governnent. While there is sone question as to whether it was
his influence, or sinple fear of Iraqi nmilitary conscription that
prevailed, the Iraqgis were nevertheless incensed. Rel ati ons
deteriorated, and remanifested thenselves in the border dispute.

Iraq, having inherited the Ottoman | egacy as it pertained
to treaties and agreenents with Iran, sought to preserve the
status quo, particularly in controlling the Shatt. To the

Otomans, this river had been a distant concern, but to the



Iragis it was the national lifeline to the rest of the world. 23
Iran, on the other hand, becane increasingly dissatisfied with
previ ous agreenents, viewing lraq's control of this key river as
a mpjor affront to its econonmic security. Wth still only one
vi abl e port, Iran repudi ated all previous agreenents on the river
rights and refused to recognize Iraqg' s independence. Though
British nediation ultimately resulted in recognition of lraq' s
right to exist, border negotiations remnained stalled. I ran
acquired a small navy and blatantly flouted Iraqi regul ations;
Irag patrolled with increasing intensity.24

In 1934, Irag took the matter to the League of Nations. The
essence of the lragi claimwas that Iran had flagrantly viol ated
the 1913 Constanti nopl e Protocol. Baghdad pointed out that in
contrast to lIran, which had a 1200 mle coastline on the Persian
Arab Gulf containing nunmerous serviceable harbors, Iraq had only
one harbor, Basra, serviced by the Shatt-al-Arab. Further, they
said, the Otonmans had not considered Iraqi national interest in
ceding the entire surrounding area (Khuzistan), which is 80
percent Arab and had fornmerly been part of Iraq.25 Turni ng the
table, the Iranians responded that they had signed the treaty
under duress, and nore inportantly, that the Otonmans had never
ratified it! The Iranians referred to the nost recent ratified
treaty - The Second Treaty of Erzurum (1847) - and contended t hat
it did not give control over the entire river to the Otomans
Citing precedent, they further stated that unless explicitly
asserted otherwise (which the 1847 treaty did not), river
boundaries normally run along the center of the channel. 26 Iraq

wanted control over the entire river; Iran wanted a border down



the mddle. Those positions remain virtually unchanged into the
late 1980's.
Soon after the League of Nations debates, a bl oody coup

d etat in lraq brought to power a new governnent eager to nmake
peace with Iran. In 1937 a treaty was signed reaffirmng the
previous 300 years of treaties, with one notabl e exception: for
five mles around Abadan - the growing facility that by this tine
handl ed nost of Iran's oil - the boundary in the Shatt-al-Arab

was at m dchannel .

World War |1 again changed t he conpl exi on of things. The
Al'lies occupied Iran sending the Reza Shah into exile, and both
Iran and lIrag were used as staging areas for channelling arnms,
food, and supplies to Russia. The strategic |ocation of both
countries as a route for this aid led the British to expand the
rail and road systens, and even build a bridge over the Shatt to
facilitate matters. At one point an Iranian-lraqi conbined force
was formed to counter German penetration into southern Russia.

Meanwhil e the oil issue was assunming nore inportance. Since
the British formed the Angl o-Persian oil company in 1908, Iran
had been viewed as sinply the country where oil had been
di scovered, whose governnent was little nore than an ignorant
shar ehol der who had to be hunored fromtine to tine.27 The
British operated the oil fields, managed the Abadan refinery, and
controll ed international marketing. The initial agreenents
established Iran's share in the profits, which were extrenely
smal | conpared to today's, at about fifteen percent. 28

The Irani ans were di senchant ed. Their country had been

occupi ed, its new source of international revenue was not reaping



any real national rewards, and the issue of the border with Iraq

remai ned unacceptabl e. The nodern stage was set.
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THE SHAH OF | RAN

PUPPET OF THE ALLI ES?

In the first few thousand years, the distinctive differences
between Sunni and Shiite Muslins were established, Persia
successfully asserted her cultural identity, and Persian-Arab
ethnic aninosity, to whatever extent it exists, becane
ent renched. A border dispute raged, even through Iraq's
energence fromthe tonan Enpire as a new i ndependent country;
and oil was discovered. In Iran the Reza Shah successfully



established hinself as an outright dictatorial nationalist
convi nced of the necessity to nodernize his country, and was
then destroyed by events larger than hinmself and his country.1
The strategic location of Iran, as well as its oilfields, had
becone of major inportance to Britain and Russia, both of whom
were nost antagoni zed with Reza Shah's pro-Gernman synpathi es at
the outset of World War I1. In 1941, a British ship took the
Reza Shah into exile where he died three years later. His son
Mohamad Reza Shah Pahl avi becane the Shah of Iran in 1944, at
age 25.

THE FORNMATI VE YEARS

The story of the shah is one of a highly conpl ex character
Born a commoner with a twin sister seven years before the
coronation of his father, he was a small and sickly child. This,
coupled with the inposing nature of his father, apparently
created a youth determined to test hinself to the limt - a
characteristic he continued to exhibit in his later |ove for
flying.2 He clainms to have had visions which established his
rule as one with a divine nission, offering as evidence his
narrow escapes fromat |east one plane crash and five
assassination attenpts. He was the first lranian ruler with a
western Education (Switzerland), an experience he said opened his
eyes to a wider world.3 H s admiration for and fascination
with western society, culture, and technol ogy did not, however,
erase an undeni abl e attachnent to the values and traditions of
Iran. He regularly asserted that a regenerated Iran woul d soon
take its place anbng the world's industrial powers in the G eat
Cvilization, as he called it. What he did not assert is that
denmocracy woul d have any place in this regenerated Iran, and he
al nost apol ogi zed for that:

"Believe me, when three-fourths of a nation does not know

how to read or wite, you can provide for reforns only by

the strictest authoritarianism- otherw se you get
nowhere. "4



Under the shah, the country's schools, nonunents, and nationa
cel ebrations consistently comrenorated 2500 years of nonarchy,
perpetuating the notion that the people of a nation play a
purely passive role in decision making, and only partici pate once
a governmental decision has been nade

At age 27, the shah experienced his first real nationa
problemin what canme to be called the Azerbaijan Crisis. At the
end of the war, British and Russian troops pl edged to w thdraw
fromlran by March 1946, but as the nonths passed the Russians
st ayed. I ncorporating part of northern Iran, they set up two
anti - nonar chi st, comruni st republics - Azerbaijan and the Kurdish
Republic - and rebuffed Iranian mlitary attenpts to deal wth
the crisis. Fresh fromthe wartinme alliance, the British - and
now a new player, the Americans - did not confront Stalin,
per haps because they were genuinely waiting to get the ful
neasure of Moscow s intentions. Though the matter was taken to
the new United Nations Security Council, it was ultimtely
settled, virtually inexplicably, through direct negotiation by
the lranian prime mnister, a suspected conmuni st synpathizer. 5
The Soviets withdrew, and before the end of 1946 that portion of
the two republics inside Iran coll apsed.

Was this the Soviets' first nove in the Cold War? Dd
Stalin sinply see this as an opportunity to establish one
sympat heti c governnment on his long, unfriendly southern border?
Was it an initial step in an attenpt to acquire rights to a warm
water port? Regardless, it failed, and reinforced in the shah a
m strust of the Soviet Union that had been nurtured by his

f at her. Decenber 12 becanme Azerbaijan Day and each year a



mlitary parade conmenorates it.6 It woul d appear that the

shah's first real crisis had landed himfirmy in the anti-Sovi et

canp.

In the early 1950's, the shah was again tested. It was a
time of deteriorating relations with Iraq prinmarily over the
fam liar border issues, and of rising Arab cultura
consci ousness. Arab tribes in Khuzistan, the section of
sout hwest Iran (and southeast Iraq) bordering on the Shatt-al -
Arab river, had appealed to the Iraqgis for citizenship and the
Iragis called for a separate Arab state there. Though resolved
am cably, this issue heightened Iranian suspicion of the Iraqis,
and in 1950 all Iraqi subjects living in Iran were expelled.7

To conplicate matters, the extent of the shah's power was in
definite question within his own governnment and al ong his own
peopl e. The Iranian parlianment, which viewed their country's
governnent as a constitutional, not authoritarian nonarchy,
directly challenged the shah's authority in 1951 by maki ng
Mohamad Mossadegh prine minister. 8 Mossadegh, the country's
nost seasoned politician and 43 years ol der than the shah, had
previously been deni ed governnental roles because of his blatant
contenpt for the Pahlavi dynasty. But capitalizing on a rising
tide of Iranian nationalism he appealed to a popul ar trend-
hatred of foreign intervention and dom nance - and nade
nationalization of Iranian oilfields a precondition to his
accepting office. Wthin a few nonths, however, it becane clear
to western observers that though he had won the peopl e by
enbraci ng a popul ar concept, he was ill-equipped to attain his

nationalistic goals. Per haps obsessed with underm ning the



shah's authority, Mssadegh had not even considered the
complexities of running the oilfields. Wthout British
expertise, they ceased to function - a situation which quickly

becane intolerable to the British and Ameri cans. 9

Wil e there may have been differing perceptions as to what
shoul d be done in the region, particularly with regard to British
dom nance and the phil osophical wongness of countering a nove
toward nationalization, both the U S. and Britain agreed that the
threat of communist exploitation, still sonewhat new but
increasingly enotional, was the preval ent consideration; and that
threat denmanded action. 10 The U.S. withheld aid and denied
| oans at a tinme when oil revenue in Iran had ceased. The
British, though at one point having paratroopers on standby in
Cyprus, ultimately decided that the overthrow of Myssadegh
t hrough subversive neans was preferable to direct mlitary
intervention. 11

On August 16, 1953, the shah nade a hal f-hearted attenpt to
overt hrow Mossadegh, failed, and was pronptly forced to | eave the
country. The next day the statues of the shah in Teheran were
torn down. But extraordinarily, only two days later, with a
combi nation of support fromloyal Iranian troops, paid nobs
recruited in the bazaar, and outside support in the formof the
young Cl A, the shah's foll owers reestablished control. 12 The
I rani an people had becone disenchanted with the failed
nationalization effort and the flight of the shah added further
confusi on and doubt . It was on this national nmood that

subversive efforts, primarily orchestrated by the CA



capitalized. 13 Mossadegh was overthrown and the shah returned
fromexile to a trenmendous and probably staged hero' s wel cone.
Interestingly, he chose to disregard the U.S. and British role
and portrayed Mssadegh's overthrow as a spontaneous expression
of pro-shah loyalty.14 Further, he blanmed the entire situation
on the comuni sts:
"Comuni sm seeks to exploit not only the political
econom ¢ and soci al weakness of the emerging | ands, but also
their military vulnerability. |If a country fails to secure
its defenses, the conmunists play with it as a cat does a
nouse. During the Azerbaijan <crisis, and again in
Mossadegh' s time, we Persians found ourselves in the unhappy
rol e of the nouse. We resolved never again to be so
unprotected. "15
Most historians agree that it is fromthis point on that the
shah becane obsessed with Iran's security and destiny. VWhat is
in question is who controlled the special relationship between
the shah and the United States that grew out of the Mbdssadegh
incident. A prevalent viewof U S.-lranian relations during the
shah's reign is one of Iran as a dutiful pro-western ally.
I ndeed, his fall is often blaned on the perception that the U S.
controlled his actions and dictated policy fromWshi ngton - that
he was a tool of inperialism But if the shah is to be taken at
his word, even part of the time, and if his relationship with the
US is viewd within the context of his obsession with Iran's

security and gl obal destiny, there is sone question as to who was

in control of whom

THE GREAT ClI VI LI ZATI ON

At an early stage, the shah realized that the United States

did not give nmuch credence to his assertions that Iran was



especially strategically inportant to preventing the spread of
communi sm and fostering harnony in the M deast. In i mediate
post-war U.S. assistance prograns, for exanple, Iran was | unped
inwith the Philippines and Korea to share a total of $27
mllion; Turkey and G eece, by conparison, were to receive nore
that $211 million.16 To establish the inportance of Iran to the
United States, the shah personally took every opportunity to
stress the instability of Iran in relation to external threat.
He courted Presidents Ei senhower and Kennedy with flowery letters
whi ch encouraged themto understand Iran's key position in the
regi on, stressing that regional conflicts were not a thing of the
past, and that it was Iran who, with the proper forces, could
det er aggression. He rem nded themof Iran's role as "oi
supplier to the Wst and key to Asia and Africa in the near
future."l7

The shah's assessnent of the U S. perception of Iran was
correct. Though dependency on M deast oil was rising , it had
not becone a mmjor issue; and while Iran was consi dered inportant
in the sense that they were anti-comunist, other global issues
were nore pressing in Washington's view. As a result, and to the
shah's satisfaction, it was initially easier for the American
governnent to acqui esce than to remain continuously in detailed
negoti ati on over numerous |rani an proposal s. Until 1958, the
shah successfully pressed his defense buil dup through weak
complaints fromU. S. analysts that his "appetite for soldiers
and nmilitary hardware was unrealistically unlinmted."19 Thr ee
years earlier, through U S. promotion of the phil osophy of

collective regional security agreenents as a bul wark agai nst

communi sm the Baghdad Pact had united Iraq, Turkey, Pakistan



Iran, and the United Ki ngdom Though the U S. pronpted the
pact, Washington maintained a | ess bindi ng associ ate nmenbership
and thenceforth, Iran clained that the United States had | ured
her into abandoning her traditional neutrality with prom ses of
increased nilitary assistance that was not forthcon ng

By 1958, when a group of "radical" armnmy officers overthrew
the government in Iraq, it had became clear that while regiona
security under the protective unbrella of Britain and the United
States was desirable, there was primacy to ulterior motives. As
was reported by the U S. Anbassador to Iran in 1959:

"The Baghdad Pact has neant nothing to

the peopl e and governnent of Iran other than

the strong hope of massive aid and/or territoria

guarantees fromthe U S. in return for Iranian

adherence to the Pact."20
VWhen the lragi governnent toppled and American offered herself as
regi onal protector, the shah bal ked, expressing his belief in
the necessity for a firmer U S. commitnent. 1In his view, that
comm tnment shoul d i nclude the necessary assistance to add five
new divisions to the twelve he already had, a significant
delivery of F-100 aircraft even though the Iranian Air Force had
trouble maintaining their F-84's, and the availability of a
relatively | arge nunber of N KE and HONEST JOHN missiles.21 The
U S did not agree, and the shah turned to the Soviets.

In what Secretary of State Dulles called blackmail, the shah
(at age 39) for the first time denonstrated an el enent of
international fearlessness in his blatant mani pul ati on of the
international fearlessness in his blatant mani pul ation of the
superpowers. It was an era of bloc-building, of deepening Cold

War, and the shah knew very well that the United States coul d not



diplomatically tolerate the loss of Iran as an ally. He knew
that even "going neutral” would have an equally devastating

ef fect. 22 Wil e he courted the Russians only long enough to
achi eve the desired American reaction, he did prevail. Hi s
actions - which give credence to the notion that a nation has no
permanent friends, only permanent interests - left no further
doubt as to his obsession with building Iran into a nodern force
in the Great Cvilization. A subsequent Central Intelligence
Agency report identified the principal U S. problemwth Iran as
being "how to give the shah sufficient support to preserve his
pro-western policy w thout encouraging excessive demands for

aid," and went on to warn that if the shah were "convinced that
the U S. was withdrawing or significantly reducing its support
for him the chances of his working out an agreenent with the
USSR woul d be much greater."23

That Cl A assessnent prevail ed over the years, as did the
shah's use of coercive diplomacy, particularly the threat of
coll aboration with the Soviets, as a lever to force the U S
hand. In sonme areas of mutual econom c interest, relationships
with the Soviets were indeed established, and in a statenment to
Parliament in the late 1960's, the shah made it clear that he
took orders fromno one. He stated that his continuing efforts
to build up Iranian defenses were purely associated with Iran's
best interest (presumably as opposed to being polluted with

external intervention), and that if military equipnment did not

cone fromthe U S., he would seek it fromthe Soviets. 24

By the time President N xon was elected in 1968, the shah

had becone a synbol in the Mdeast of a permanency and power that



was not only rare anong devel oping states, but increasingly rare
among all U S. allies. This position was enhanced by the British
announcerent that same year of their intent to termnate their
mlitary presence in the Gulf. The shah i medi ately pronoted
Iran as the new power to fill the vacuum On Novenber 30, 1971
just one day before conpletion of the British pullout, the shah
sent forces to occupy three islands in the Strait of Hornuz. Abu
Masa, and the Greater and Lesser Tunbs, belonged to the United
Arab Enmirates until this decision by the shah that control of
these islands was essential for himto acconplish his newrole as
policeman in the GQulf. The Arab states protested, but took no
action. By 1972, perhaps at |east partly because of the Vietnam
situation, the U S. had "ceased any attenpts to influence the
shah's plans and anbitions for a “Geat Iranian CGvilization
founded on a physically secure state underwitten by |arge
anounts of sophisticated mlitary hardware."25 President N xon
and Henry Kissinger accepted a National Security Council Study
whi ch concluded that Iran, together with Saudi Arabia in a nore
mnor mlitary role, should be fully supported in its desire to
fill the vacuumleft by the British.26 This "twin pillars"
policy, as it cane to be called, was a regional bal ance of power
concept designed to prevent Soviet intervention in the area

wi thout need for U S. involvenent. As far as weapon purchases

were concerned, Iran was virtually given carte bl anche.

BOOM TI GHTEN YOUR BELTS

"W are only pricing the minimumit (oil) could be
priced in conparison with other sources of energy .



Wel |, sone people are going to say this is going to create
chaos in the industrialized world; that it is going to be a
heavy burden on the poor countries. . . That is true;

but as to the industrialized world, they will have to
tighten their belts, and they will have to work harder

or eventually (their ability to help the poor) wll be

di m ni shed, and this role taken up - in ny opinion by

the new wealth of the oil countries.

Eventually all those children of well-to-do famlies

who have plenty to eat at every neal, who have their

own cars. . . will have to rethink these privileges

of the advanced worl d."27

It was at a press conference on Decenber 23, 1973, when,
with the confidence of a man who knew that his country's incone
and access to weapons had becone inconceivably i mense, the Shah
of Iran announced a staggering new increase in the price of oil
In Kuwait two nmonths earlier, with Arab-Israeli fighting at a
hei ght, OPEC had al ready announced a 70 per cent increase. This

early exercising of the "oil weapon"” included production cut
backs as a nmeans to put pressure on the west, and enbargoes on
exports to the United States and the Netherlands for their
particularly distasteful pro-lsraeli stance. The result was a
desperate international scranmble to purchase oil at any price. 28
In Iran, just before the shah's Decenber announcenent, oil was
selling at frantic fuctions for over $17 per barrel. This was
over three tinmes higher than the increased price which OPEC had
set at Kuwait two nonths earlier. So when the shah announced the
price at $11.65 per barrel, it alnpbst | ooked as though OPEC were
doing the world a favor. 29

Wth oil revenues which had increased from$5 billion to $19
billion in just a few years, Iran was the second | argest OPEC

producer after Saudi Arabia. But unlike the Saudi King, the

shah did not participate in the oil enmbargo or production. cut



backs. Wiile the Saudis appeared to be holding the world ransom
the shah attenpted to emerge as a nore responsible internationa
thinker. He asserted his belief that oil was sinply not a proper
political weapon, and further enphasized that Iran, wth a
popul ation greater than all the other oil producers conbined and
an oil-dom nated econony, could not sacrifice her nationa
interests nor weaken her role as the nost viable regional bastion
agai nst communi sm 30 But to all Arabs, the shah's actions
reflected his support for Israel; to sone, they reflected his
pro-inperialist stance. Notw thstanding his assertions, it was
wel I -known that he did not harbor Arab ill-will toward |srael
and in fact, considered |Israel another key anti-comrmuni st
basti on. 31

Resul ting, Arab uneasi ness was conpounded when, after severa
years of skirm shes and diplomatic efforts with Irag concerning
the Shatt-al-Arab River had failed, the shah finally sinply
stated that he no | onger considered previous treaties valid, and
that the new border was the center of the channel. To support the
strength of his claim he provided nmassive support to the Kurds
who were again rebelling in northeast lraq. 1In retaliation, the
Iraqgi s expelled sonme 70000 Iranians, prinmarily Shiites; but
weakened by the Israeli conflict, suffering from interna
di sorder, and not supported against lran's power and authority by
other Arab states, Iraq was forced to capitulate.32 In 1975, the
Al gi ers Agreenent accommpdat ed the shah's border claim In
return, the shah ceased support for the Kurdish rebellion which
pronptly col |l apsed.

The shah's vision of Iran as a great power in a Geat

Civilization appeared achievabl e. Hs country's inconme was



i mmense and he had becone the dom nant gulf power. He was
courted by the world's |l eaders, and international businessnen
were reduced to sleeping in hotel |obbies in hopes of just a
short audi ence. He gave lavish parties at his enbassy in
Washi ngt on, where he courted American | eaders and nedi a. By
1978, however, the world realized that the shah had overspent-
an al nost uni magi nable $12 billion in arns expenditures to the
U.S.33 His internal nodernization progranms, which included | ow
| evel free education, a relatively futuristic superhighway and
conmuni cation system and an over-anbitious concept of |and
reform had fail ed. Even the shah eventually realized and
accepted that his programfor Iranian growh was based on the
fundanental inability to inpose the values and lifestyle of an
alien, nodern, industrialized world upon a traditional culture.
H s obsession with defense, in the formof an entirely out-of-
proportion mlitary strength, deprived his people of their true

needs, and therefore ultimately, hinmself of their support.

During his tenure, the shah systematically elimnated all
internal sources of even renotely viable opposition, a course of
action not uncommon it' "third world" governnents. One fiery
Shiite theol ogian, however, an ayatollah (a special title
accorded only to the nost respected few), had consistently
opposed the shah's reforns as heretically against |slam In
1963, when the shah had this theol ogian arrested during the
holiest tine of the Shiite year, there were three days of nmjor
riots in lran which, nilitarily suppressed, resulted in perhaps

over 1000 killed or seriously wounded.34 But even fromexile,



the Ayatollah Khoneini retained a large following, primarily
among the urban poor who were suspicious of the shah's
noder ni zati on plans and bitter because they saw no real benefit
fromthe country's oil wealth.

3

THE PAN- ARAB SOLUTI ON

Iraq, ancient Mesopotam a, plagued by violent politica
upheaval and internal instability for centuries, is a country
with a society fragnented to a degree probably inconprehensible
to the average westerner.1 Wth oil such a preval ent nodern
issue, it is easy to forget that unlike other "gulf" states
Iraq's governnental and donmestic focus has historically been
even into the 1950's, on the agricultural richness of the Fertile
Crescent area. Wil e the port of Basra was unquesti onably
inmportant as a nmjor trading center, the southeast region did
not, until mnodern tinmes, have dom nant inpact on Iraq s overal
polici es.

The Otomans | eft behind a stagnant econormy, deep-seated
Sunni -Shiite cleavages, and nore inportantly, no unifying
political institutions or viable central adm nistration. The
Hashem te nonarchy, installed after Wirld War |, faced British
control, Kurdish rebellion, and rising Arab nationalismin their
attenpts to lead a country with sectarian, ethnic, tribal, and
religious difficulties. They had no | ong-standing political ties
as a nation, and faced growing internal inpatience with the
sl owness of reform

THE BAATHI ST RI SE

Founded in 1940 by Syrian intellectual Mchel Aflaqg, the
Baath party energed fromWrld War Il as the first politica
party to fully espouse pan-Arabism Young, educated idealists
seeki ng a new order advocated the view that "regi onal boundaries
were artificial and woul d di sappear with the awakeni ng of Arab
consci ousness. "2 Theoretically, their nationalismconcept was of
an Arab Nation open to all Arabs regardless of religion, sect, or
et hnic origin. It goals - unity, freedom and socialism
reflected a belief that global power struggles had inposed an

imperialist order in which weaker nations had been exploited and



divided. As reflected in the Baath Constitution of 1947, only
uni fied resurgence could break that pattern

"The Party is revolutionary, believing that its

principal ains - resurrecting Arab nationalism

and buil ding socialism- cannot be realized except

by revolution and struggle. And that reliance on

sl ow evol ution and contentnent with partial reform

threaten these ains with failure and extinction

Therefore the Party resol ves upon (1) the struggle

against foreign inperialismfor the conplete and

absolute liberation of the (Arab) homeland; (2) the

struggle to bring together all Arabs in a single state;

(3) thee overthrow of the existing corrupt order by

a revolution that shall enbrace all aspects of life-

intell ectual economc, social, and political."3
Drafted in 1947, the constitution contains no specific nention of
the Pal estinian cause. At that time, the entire Arab world was
di vided and under foreign dom nation of one kind or the other, so
the issue of l|iberation was pervasive.

Baat hi st views began to reach Iraq in the late 1940' s,
particularly anmong students and intellectuals. By the md-50's,
the party's influence was wel |l -enough entrenched that a regi ona
branch was founded. That branch quickly established Iraq as the
| eader anobng Arabs in portraying the Israel/Palestine situation
as the ultimate synbol of both Arab disunity and the ainms of
inmperialism |In 1958, the general dissatisfaction of the people
with the way the country was being ruled resulted in a bl oody
coup. The Hashemite dynasty, considered extrenely pro-west, was
crushed; the Pal estine question was enbraced as crucial to the
Arab struggle; and on the surface, it appeared that the
Baat hists had succeeded in advancing their concept of
nationalism4

In the ensuing ten years, however, continued interna

instability, violent power struggles, and econoni c nmayhem were



ranpant. Ri valri es between the Kurdish party, the communi st
party, and the Baathists resulted in at |east ten coups d' etat or
attenpts, and even led to a double coup in 1963. Border disputes
continued, and oil becane an obviously prom nent factor in the
future of Iraq as a nation. Finally, the devastating 1967
defeat at the hands of the Israelis convinced the Baathists of
the absol ute necessity to inplenment the goals they heretofore had
failed to achieve. On July 17, 1968, they took power in a

bl oodl ess coup and have remi ned there ever since.

In the words of now President Saddam Hussein, the Baathists
were determined to nake Iraq a "nodel state" and a | eader of the
Arab world.5 1In foreign policy, they were concerned primarily
with ending foreign control over Arab honel and, particularly in
Pal estine, but also in Iran's sout hwestern Khuzistan province
which is inhabited mainly by Arabs and which the Iraqis refer to
as Arabi stan. They advocated non-alignnent in the Cold War
stressing (not unlike the shah in theory) that internationa
negoti ati ons woul d be conducted wi th whonever necessary to
further the interests of the Arab state. Internally, the new
| eaders established four main objectives: (1) consolidation of
authority; (2) economi ¢ i ndependence through oi
nati onal i zati on; (3) br oadeni ng the popul ar base; and (4)
resolving the Kurdish problem6 1In a country where governmnent al
power is often obtained and retained through violent struggle and
brutality, and the state (people) is a tool for the
i npl ementation of party (governnent) objectives, even the first
of these goals is burdensonme. To conplicate matters were border
di sputes with Saudi Arabia and Iran, the Israel situation, oi

di sagreenments with Syria, and the unwel cone doni nance of the



ever - present shah.

On a higher plane, the Baathist ideology, which advocated
altering the prevailing configuration of power and naking radica
soci al and econom ¢ changes, did not particularly appeal to
Iraq's nore conservative neighbors. They listened skeptically as
the Baathists attenpted to convince themthat the fragnentation
of the Arab world, the humiliation of the Arab defeats at the
hands of the Israelis, and the chanpioning by the west of Iran's
overlord role in the Gulf, were deliberate attenpts by western
imperialism zionism and their regional allies to divide the
Arabs and to continue to exploit their oil wealth.7 In 1970,
apparently feeling isolated and encircled by non-supportive
regimes, lraq's governnent turned to the Soviets, who wel coned
themwi th open arms, and executed a fifteen year treaty of
friendship.8 This nove, coupled with an ill-conceived Iraq
attenpts to annex Kuwait, served only to heighten GQulf state
suspicions as to the regine's aspirations and intentions.

In 1974, however, lraq' s diplomatic situation began to
i mprove. The Saudi s had becone increasingly concerned about
Iran's role in the Gulf, and were also interested in reducing
Iraq's growing reliance on the Soviet Union. The two countries
resol ved their border disputes and reopened diplomatic rel ations
in 1975. In 1978 they noved even cl oser together, nostly because
of their commn opposition to the Canmp David accords. |Iraq had
taken the lead in, achieving a somewhat historic unified Arab
position in favor of the Pal estinian cause, a resolution which
quickly led to the ouster of Egypt fromthe League of Arab

Nations. Relations were even inproved with Kuwait.9



THE BUI LD- UP

Wiile Ilraqi relations wth other Arab states showed
potential for inprovement, the situation with Iran was quite
different. There can be no question that the shah viewed with
extrenme disdain this socialist and Arab nationalist regine,
backed by the communi sts, which vehenently advocated preservation
of "@ulf Arabism and adamantly opposed Iran's role in the gulf.
Conparably, Iraq continued to view lran as a third party to the
coalition between inperialismand zionismwhich was bent on
fragmenting the "Arab honeland.” As exanples, the Iragis pointed
to the shah's border clains and cited the Kurdish rebellion as
fully backed by Iran, Israel, and the U S. 10 That rebellion
brought Iran and Iraq to the brink of war in 1975 when
hostilities escalated to the point that the shelling of oi
fields, a reaction neither country desired, was the next likely
st ep. The seriousness of the situation, wunquestionably
conpounded by growi ng regional concern over the shah's doni nance
and power, led to the Algiers Agreenment after nediation efforts
by Jordan's King Hussein, Egypt's President Sadat, and Algeria's
Presi dent Boumadi enne. It could be said, as noted earlier, that
both sides netted gains: for lraqg, Iranian support of the Kurds
woul d cease; for lran, after hundreds of years of dispute, the
boundary line (border) in the Shatt-al-Arab river would be the
m ddl e of the channel, as the shah had demanded. Notably, both
si des avoi ded any disruption of oil production and established a
unified front within OPEC calling for higher prices.

Following the Algiers Agreenent, Iraq followed a



diplomatically friendly, if cautious course toward Iran. In 1976
Saddam Hussein declared that "lranian-lraqi rapprochenment has
permtted discussions for establishing a collective GQulf security

agreement ," but that the spirit of the accord is such that Iran
"must respect the national sovereignty of all Arab countries.”
Even i medi ately after the ouster of the shah, Iraqi |eaders
continued to express hope for cooperation with Iran. They

wel coned Khoneini's anti-US sentinents, and the declaration that
Iran would no Ionger play the role of Gulf policenman, as
positive steps "toward the establishnent of cordial relations
with the Arab Gulf states."12 Saddam Hussein said:

.o we are keen on cooperation with Iran in a way
that will ensure the interests and security of the
people in the area . . . Any systemwhich does not side
wi th our eneny, respects our independence and whose Oi
policy is consistent with the interest of our two people
will certainly command our respect and appreciation.” 13

Better relations were, perhaps, prematurely dooned in the
spring of 1978 when Iraq expelled Ayatollah Khoneini after he
began to escalate his activities against the regine of the shah
Wanting to avoid reopening the conflict with Iran at a time when
it was by no neans certain that the shah's regi ne was about to
col l apse, lraq responded to Iranian requests and asked Khonein
to cease his activities or |eave the country. Denounci ng t he
Iragi position as against the |Islamc revolution, Khoneini
departed vowi ng that all opponents to Islamwould be punished. 14

Rel ations deteriorated rapidly until in March 1980, Iran
unilaterally downgraded its diplomatic ties to the charge
d affaires level, withdrew its anbassador, and dermanded that I|ragq

do the sane. The tension increased in April follow ng the



attenpted assassination of Iraqi Deputy Prine Mnister Tariq Aziz
and, three days later, the bombing of a funeral procession being
held to bury students who had died in an earlier attack. Iraq

bl amed Iran, and in Septenber, attacked
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THE PALESTI NE DI LEMVA

"lrag's main canpaign is against the Zionist eneny

(I'srael), and not against Iran."

- Saddam Hussi en 1980 Press Conference, about one week after the
war began. 1

The di spute between Arabs and Israelis is "cultural and historic

and will continue for nany years.

- Saddam Hussein, 1982 Press Conference2

"Iraq cannot attenpt to persuade the PLO to recognize (United

Nations) resolutions 242 and 338, since Iraq itself does not

recogni ze thent

- Ta Yassin Randan, lraqgi Deputy Premier, Christnas 1985 3

Even now, as the Pal estinian issue boils, Iragi newspapers

still echo the cause, offering the people hope that with an end



to the war with Iran, Irag could return its attention to its

hi storical struggle with Zionism4 There is little question that
the Pal estinian cause is a synbol of everything the very
foundati ons or Baathist ideol ogy oppose. The governnent of Iraq
has responded in foreign policy to other nations according to
their position on this issue and is, in a sense, duty bound to
lead the Arab world to right the injustices done to the
Pal estinians, Arabs, and Muslinms by, in their view, an

i mperi al i st-backed Zionist novenent. I ndeed, for nobst Arab
states, identification with the Pal estinian cause has played a
significant role in boosting the regine's prestige and enhanci ng
its regional legitimcy.5 Even in the broadest of terms, the
forcible insertion of a Zionist state into their heartland nay be
no nore acceptable to Arabs than having Cuba where South Carolina
is would be to Americans.

On the other hand, to use an otherw se-applied President
Reagani sm it al so appears clear that many Arab states have begun
to realize that realistically, they nmust live in the world as it
is rather than as they wish it were. Key Arab regi nes have
provi ded noney, arns, and di pl omati ¢ chanpi oning to support the
Pal estine Liberation O ganization (PLO now recogni zed by nost
Arab states and the United Nations, but not the U S., as the
legitimate representative of the Palestinian people); but,
particularly in recent years, there has been a sizable gap
bet ween cash-backed rhetoric and real action. In 1982, the Arabs
were surprisingly passive in the face of Israel's canpaign into
Lebanon to crush the PLO In 1988, there is still inadequate

unified Arab resolve to threaten Israel's mlitary might. It may



be that Egypt through the 1979 Canp Davi d accords, and even
informally and secretly Syria and Jordan (the front-line states),
all of whom have lost territory to Israel at some tinme or another
in the past 30 years, have paved the way for broader Arab
acceptance of the realization that enhancenment of interna
stability and national econom c devel opnent, are nore inportant
and nore realistic undertakings than an el usive quest for pan-
Arab unity or the liberation of "historic" Palestine. Mlitarily
too weak on their own, enbroiled in intergovernnental rivalries,
facing vast domestic problens, and naturally unwilling to give up
their own governnent to an untested pan-Arab concept, nmany Arab
states may understandably be bound not totally by the Pal estinian
cause, but by the dilenmma of how to reconcile their ideol ogica
commtnents with the nore sober realities of the world as it is.
For Iraq, this presents an especially difficult problem because
to accept Israel is to profoundly alter the ruling party's

hi storic concept of Arab existence.

So what is the role of ideology and what is at the core of
this apparent Arab support on one hand and anbi val ence on the
other? How would it affect Irag's government, and the war with
Iran, if the "enbodi nent of the Baathist cause" were rejected?

Is there an acceptable, long-termsolution short of the

di ssolution of Israel, or Iraq? What really determ nes the Arab-
Israeli conflict, and is it a problemthan can be viably "sol ved"
or sinply sonething the world nust find a way with which to live.
These are a few of the questions that truly | earned M deast

schol ars and highly experienced officials in internationa

rel ati ons ponder and debate, as yet wi thout resolution. However

an historical review can provide sone perspective.



THE RETURN COF THE JEWS

On Novenber 29, 1947, in the wake of unconsci onabl e Nazi
persecution, the newy formed United Nations voted to end British
control of Palestine and create for the Jews the state of Israe
inthe land of their ancient forefathers. The Jews agreed; the
Arabs did not.

Before that, the last Jewi sh state was Judaea. Overthrown
by the Roman enperor Titus in 70 A D., the Jews of Judaea
repeatedly rebell ed against their Roman overlords until 135 A D.,
when Jerusal emwas burned to the ground and the renaining Jews
were either killed or expelled fromtheir honeland. For al nost
2000 years, during which the Jews were scattered throughout the
worl d (which they call the "Diaspora,” or Dispersion), the hope
of an eventual return to the homeland of their ancestors was kept
alive fromgeneration to generation. During that tine, the |land
of Pal estine was under the successive rule of Romans, Byzantines,
Arabs, Crusaders, Turks, and British. However, for the nost
recent thirteen centuries, the overwhelnmng majority of the
popul ati on was Arab and Muslim

Though a few pious Jews always lived in Palestine for
religious reasons, it was not until the 1880's, largely in
reaction to growi ng European anti-Semtism that Jews from al
over the world began to "return.” In 1897, the Zionist Party was
formed by Dr. Theodore Herzl with the aimof "establishing for
the Jewi sh people a publicly and legally assured hone in
Pal estine."6 By 1914, the Jewi sh popul ation in Pal estine had

risen from 25000 to 80000, and shortly thereafter, the British



governnent issued the Balfour Declaration in synpathy with
Jewi sh-Zioni st nationalistic aspirations. It prom sed support
for the "establishment in Pal estine of a National Hone for the
Jewi sh people . . . it being clearly understood that nothing
shal | be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights
of existing non-Jew sh communities in Palestine."7 The Arabs
obj ected then, but the Arab-lsraeli situation did not truly begin
to manifest itself until the late 1930's when Nazi persecution
resulted in mass inmgration. By the end of the war, the Jew sh
popul ation in Pal estine had reached 600,000, abou-t half the
total, and civil strife between Arabs and Jews was conmon. 8
Severely weakened by the war and unable to maintain order
Britain pulled out, and turned the situation over to the U N

The U.N. solution was to partition Palestine into a Jew sh
and Arab national state, wth Jerusal em and Bethl ehem under
i nternational administration. Wthin a few days after the
announcement of this plan, violent Jew sh-Arab clashes erupted in
Jerusal em and other parts of the country. On May |4, 1948,
| srael was decl ared i ndependent; on May 15th, it was invaded by
the armies of Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan. Though
greatly outnunbered and poorly arned, and hindered by the newness
of their state, the Israelis prevailed, occupying about half the
land the U.N. had planned for the new Arab state. The other half
was di vi ded between Jordan and Egypt. I srael occupied the
western half of Jerusal emand declared it her capital; Jordan
controll ed the eastern half which included the nmain religious
sites inmportant to Judaism Christianity, and Islam

In the aftermath, hundreds of thousands of Pal estinian

Arabs fled their homes in the areas newy occupied by the



| sraelis. Despite the U N tailored armstice, the Arabs
continued to consider thenselves in a state of war with Israe
and refused to recognize its existence as a nation. The
Pal esti nian refugees were the nost visible and nost i medi ate

cause of bitterness.
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Egypt, led by pro-Soviet President Nasser, was the first to
take up the cause.* In the early 1950's, econom c sanctions
were inposed by denying |Israel use of the Suez Canal and
restricting its ability to use the Gulf of Agaba. Beginning in
1955, frequent raids were conducted by Egyptian trai ned saboteurs
(fedayeen) who entered Israel fromthe Gaza Strip and through
Jordan. 10 Israel retaliated in Kind. In the sumer of 1956
Nasser seized the Suez fromits British and French ownersll; on
Cctober 29th, in a nove all egedly designed to destroy fedayeen
bases, Israel invaded the Sinai peninsula. Two days later, after
Nasser ignored an ultimatumto open the canal to foreign
shi ppi ng, France and Britain joined the attack. Wthin ten days,
the Gaza Strip and al nost the entire Sinai peninsula were under
I sraeli control. The U. N. again intervened, voting for the
establi shnent of a United Nations Energency Force (UNEF) to
"secure and supervise the cessation of hostilities,"12 Although

the intervention was successful in the sense that |srae

* On May 25, 1950, the U S., British, and French governnents
issued a joint declaration on the maintenance of peace and
stability in the Arab states and Israel, opposing the devel opnent
of an arnms race in the Mddle East and stating their "inalterable
opposition" to the use of force.
eventually withdrew to pre-war boundaries and the Suez Canal was
reopened, hostilities between the Arabs and Israelis were far
from over.

During the ensuing ten years, Israel was involved in arned
clashes with Egypt on the Gaza Strip, Jordan on the Wst Bank

(Jordanian territory west of the Jordan river including Jordan's

hal f of Jerusalen), and Syria in the Golan Heights. Al insisted



that a state of war with Israel continued to exist. The

Pal esti ni an refugee probl em festered.

THE SI X DAY WAR

The third Arab-1lsraeli war broke out on June 5, 1967.
During the preceding two years, Arab terrorists apparently based
in Syria had conducted an increasing nunber of raids fromboth
Syria and Lebanon. AL FATAH (Conquest) was believed to be the
organi zati on responsi bl e. Its |l eader was said to be Yasser
Arafat, its conposition primarily Palestinian, and it was all eged
to be arned with Soviet and Czech weapons provided by Syria and
Egypt . It was further alleged to be financially supported by
Kuwai t . 13

In late 1966, an intensification in Arab terrorist
activities gave rise to a U N resolution calling for Syria to
prevent further incidents, a neasure which was pronptly vetoed in
the UUN Security Council by the Soviet Union. When | srae
conduct ed subsequent reprisal raids into Jordan (which were
condemed by the U N.), there were violent riots as citizens
demanded protection. Wth Syria, tensions escalated to the point
that on April 7, 1967, the Israeli Air Force shot down six Syrian
M gs, and extensive fire on the ground fromtanks and artillery
was exchanged. By nid-My, five Arab countries - Egypt, Syria,
Jordan, Iraq, and Kuwait - had announced nobilization of their
forces to deal with Israeli aggression. Mislimreligious |eaders
were ordered to preach a jihad (holy war) to regain Palestine for
the Arabs. The U. N peacekeeping force, in place since 1957, was
wi thdrawn at Egypt's request, despite U N Secretary Genera

U Thant's "serious m sgivings" about the negative effects on



regional stability.14 The positions that force had filled were
occupi ed by the PLO, now sone 8000 activists strong, which had
been integrated into the Egyptian arny. 15

On May 23, 1967, Egypt. again bl ockaded Israel's Red Sea
access by denying her use of the Suez and by closing the straits
of Tiran (at the nouth of the @ulf of Agaba) with mnes, |and-
based artillery batteries, arnored boats, and aircraft.
Negoti ati ons were attenpted; the rhetoric heated. On June 2nd,
the PLO called for the jihad to begin "for the liberation of
Pal estine and the cl eansing of the infidels."16 In Israel on
June 3rd, General Moshe Dayan, |srael's new Defense M nister
said at a press conference that while Israel welconmed all the
hel p she could get on the diplomatic front, she would fight her
own battles and "did not want British or American boys to get
killed." Asked whether Israel had lost the mlitary initiative
in the Mdeast crisis, General Dayan said: "If you nean to say
we stand no chance in battle, then |I cannot agree with you."17

On June 4th, Libya joined the cause and the waiting was
over. At 7:30 a.m on June 5, 1967, and nonstop throughout the
day, the Israeli Air Force struck repeatedly at Egyptians
Jordani an, and Syrian airfields, even penetrating as far east as
western Iraq. 18 Wthin hours, Israel had destroyed the vast
majority of Arab air forces on the ground, gaining immediate air
superiority throughout the region. By the end of the first day,
Isreal clainmed the destruction of over 400 Arab aircraft. In
addition to the four countries attacked, Libya, Al geria, Kuwait,
Sudan, and Yenen all declared war on Israel the next day.

Violent anti-American and anti-British denonstrations broke out



throughout the M deast, particularly in Tunisia, Libya, and
Syria, and a conference of Arab oil-producing nations decided to
cut off oil supplies to any state committing aggressi on agai nst
any Arab country or giving aid to Israel. The Anericans and
British declared neutrality and stated their intentions to work
for peace. The Soviets condemmed Israel, reserving the right to
take any action deened approptiate.

But Israel was equally successful in carefully planned
ground maneuvers, and the nmagnitude of its victory over the Arabs
qui ckly became cl ear. The nedia in Egypt and Jordan reflected
desperate enbarrassnent with broadcast reports that |srael had
been able to acconplish its heindus acts only because of direct
mlitary intervention fromU. S and British carrier-based
avi ation. This allegation was inmmedi ately and unequi vocally
deni ed in London and WAshi ngton, Harold WIson describing it as
"a malicious and m schievous invention," and U. S. Secretary of
State Dean Rusk as "a malicious charge known to be false."19

By June 10th, Israeli troops occupied the Gaza Strip, the
entire Sinai peninsula, the West Bank and the Gol an Hei ghts on
the border with Syria. The Arabs were decisively defeated - in

si x days.

In the eyes of the Baathists in Iragq, the ~67 war was
irrefutable proof of their assertion that the inperialist
strategy was to broaden the split in the Arab world. A Baat hi st
phi | osopher not ed:

"The conplete nmerger of Israel and the inperialist forces,

particularly the United States, nmakes |Israel a power greater

than its actual presence. . . Thus, Israel is not a state

that can be dealt with through traditional warfare. Above
this, it is Inperialismin its essence. The negati on of



inmperialismis revolution."20
This was not new, nor was the nature of the threat. The Baat hi st
vi ew was one of a protracted guerilla struggle, the brunt of
which woul d be borne by a popular front of Palestinian
organi zations; the role of Arab governnents would be "unqualified

support,” wth actual action dependent on future |Israel

expansi on. 21

Despite the strong rhetoric and radi cal sl ogans, however,
Iraq sinply did not achieve enough internal stability to truly
assert herself on the Palestinian issue. Beginning with the
enbarrassnent of Jordani an repression of the Palestinians in
[ 970, * and continuing until the shah fell, thee Iraqgis had to
live with a destabilizing sense of isolation and inpotence.
There were sone acconplishments though. The Arab Liberation
Front (ALF) was created as an armof the Baathist Party in
Pal estine that was to ensure the nerger of the Arab and
Pal estinian revolutions.22 1In essence a mlitary organization,
its task was to recruit and organi ze support fromall Arab
countries, particularly those surrounding the "Zionist entity,"
for the mlitary struggle in Palestine. In the early 1970's,
there were 50000 ALF soldiers on the Jordanian and Syrian fronts
with israel.23 In June 1972, lraq proposed a commitnent with
Syria and Egypt on a policy of continued confrotation with
Israel. Five nonths later, lIraq becane the first Arab state to
link the "oil weapon" directly with attitude toward the

Pal esti ni an questi on.

* There are at least two versions to this Jordnian repression
i ssue. One says that Jordan's King Hussein has always held a



grudge agai nst the Palestinians, particularly the PLO who
nurdered his grandfather. Wen disruptive factions of the PLO
began to assert power and authority in Jordan, King Hussein had
them expel l ed, or executed. Another says that PLO | eader Yasser
Arafat was in Jordan at the time of this "repression" and he was
a participant in planning the factions elimnation, which he did
not claimas legitimately PLO. Further, Since Jordan is 50 per
cent Palestinian, it is argued that King Hussein would not take
repressive measures which would risk w despread di sapproval The
expel l ed faction came to be called Bl ack Septenber, stil

consi dered by many to be PLO

THE ' 73 WAR ( YOM KI PPUR) AND CONTI NUI NG

It would seemthat the “67 war and third defeat, even though
devastatingly enbarrassing to strong Arab pride, mght have
shifted the Pal estinian question fromone of Israel's existence
to one of Israel's boundaries; but this was not the case. The
fighting never really stopped, and in fact, the Baathists
procl ai ned that the war itself had been a conspiracy by western
inperialists to gain affirmation of Israel's existence.24 The
Baath official party newspaper, Al Thaw ah, discussed that
conspiracy and predicted that because the inperialists had not
succeeded at gaining that affirmation, they would no doubt
engi neer another war enphasi zi ng boundaries. The idea was that
the issue could be further renoved fromthe original, essential
question of Israel's right to exist at all within the heart of,
and at the expense of, the Arabs.

In Cctober 1973, Egyptian and Syrian forces attacked and the
Arab-lsraeli war was back in full swing. |Iraq nobilized all its
forces and sent themto Syria, and virtually every other Arab
nati on participated against Israel with either troops or oi
enbar goes. But again, |Israeli forces were clearly superior
driving back massive attacks on both the Syrian and Egyptian

fronts. On the latter, Israel advanced all the way to Cairo,

and the taking of the city was prevented only by an early cease-



fire with Egypt. U S. Secretary of State Kissinger executed his
now famous "shuttle diplonmacy,” but the fighting with Syria
| ast ed about six nonths.

Many Israelis criticized their government's handling of the
1973 war and as a result, Prime Mnister Golda Meir resigned and
was replaced by Yitzhak Rabin. 1n 1975, a new agreenent was nade
wi th Egypt under which Israeli troops would withdraw from part of
the western Sinai occupied in ~73. In 1977, Menacbem Begin
succeeded Rabin and in “78, he met with Egyptian President Anwar
Sadat and US President Carter in discussions which led to the
Canp David Accords. Under that agreenent there would be a peace
treaty, Israel would conpletely withdraw fromthe Sinai, and
there would be a five year period of self-governnent for the Gaza
Strip and the West Bank after which a final decision would be
made on their status. The treaty was signed, and the Israelis
conpleted withdrawal fromthe Sinai in 1982, but no arrangenent
for self-government in the Gaza Strip or West Bank has been

est abl i shed.

Irag responded to the Canp David accords by organizing in
Novermber 1978 a sunmit conference for all Arab governnents except
Egypt. In unprecedented Arab unaninmity, the follow ng was agreed
upon: (1) rejection of the Canp David accords; (2) a conmmobn
stand on the interpretation of UN resolution 242;* (3) reaffirm
ation of the PLO as sole representative of the Pal estinian
people; and (4) economic and military support for the front-line
Arab states.25 A Thaw ah sai d:

We know that the peaceful "efforts" that are nade by US
inmperialismseek to "subdue Arab thought" just as they



subdued the Arab reginmes. W know that these efforts seek
"to persuade Arab thought" to turn the "historic struggle"
bet ween the ideol ogy of Arab liberation and that of Zionist
colonialism into a "geographic struggle" over a few
kil ometers here and a few kilonmeters there. 26
In 1988, Pal estinian canps are still filled, now with second
and third generation refugees, and the occupied territories - in
the eyes of many - remain just that. Despite at |east ten years
of apparent Arab anbi val ence nost recently characterized by the
return of Egypt into the Arab fold, the Pal estinians are again
rising up, and getting the world' s attention and synpathy. Most
Arab states, particularly the front line of Egypt, Syria and
Jordan, have found thenselves in the unconfortable position of
supporting the principles of Palestinian self-determnination per
se, but having to take the necessary self-preservation neasures
to deny Pal estinians too much freedomto maneuver at hone or in
the region as a whole. Perhaps victins of their own years of
rhetoric and inaction on the refugee issue, historically unstable
Arab regimes don't seemto want to live with or fight for them
but can't survive politically wi thout chanpioning their cause.
Through that same period, in which the war between Iran and
Iraq has evolved into a stalemate of "acceptable" attrition
both Israel and the United States have denobnstrated that they
* (UN resolutions 242 and 338, passed in 1967 and 1973
respectively called for |Israeli withdrawal fromthe occupied
territories and Arab recognition of the right of all nations in
the regions including Israel, to live in peace and security;)
share with Iran a common strategic-military interest in
containin lIraq, and the forces of Arab "radicalisn' in general
Bot h undeni ably supplied arns to the Khoneini reginme, further

fueling Irag's continued rhetoric against the Zionist-Inperialist

eneny. Nevertheless, current efforts to resolve the Pal estinian



dil enma focus on concessions by all concerned, apparently
proceeding with the concept that reality - the current existence
of a well-established, powerful country and a | arge group of

di spl aced peopl e demanding the right to determ ne the course of
their own future based on their own beliefs and culture - nust
prevail; neither will go away. As negoti ations proceed, it
appears nost essential to renenber that for many Arab regines

who for forty years have publicly articulated their pro-

Pal estinian position and |linked the Pal estinian cause to their
own political credibility, it will be extrenely difficult even to
conprom se. In sone cases, such as Iraq, it is by no neans
certain that an existing Arab regime will risk taking steps to
redefine the Arab stand on an issue that is inextricably Iinked
to the regine's internal acceptance, legitinmacy, prestige in the
Arab world, and nost basic ideology. Wuldn't it be sadly ironic
if the Iraqi government found it necessary to escal ate the now
unwanted war with Iran in an attenpt to divert internal and
international attention fromthe Pal estine issue - to which an

Ar ab- supported conprom se sol ution, one which accepted Israel's
right to exist, would slap the Baathist ideology right in the

face?
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BEST CASE SCENARI O .

It's no new experience for

the nations surrounding the

Persian @ulf to find their region an arena for conflicts between

the world's powers.

The war between Iran and Iraq,

however,

marked the first time that the great powers really had to cone to

terns with their dependence on the resources,

and deci si ons of

these nations which had heretofore been little nore than pawns on



the strategic chessboard. Since the early days of the Cold War
when Ei senhower called the M deast "the nost strategically
important area in the world,"” the United States has attenpted to
apply a rather sinple policy - conmmon defense of the free world
agai nst conmunism- to a very conplex regional situation.1 It
involved the U.S. in the local conflicts of the Mddle East and
in the internal politics of individual states. It seemed to
achi eve sone success when the Baghdad Pact, |ater called the
Central Treaty Organization (CENTO, effectively contained the
Soviet Union's southern flank with countries who appeared
outwardly pro-west. It evolved into Nixon's twin pillars policy.

Fromthe Soviet perspective, the picture could be quite
different. The @ulf region is close to thembut far fromthe
US., but it was the U S. who was engaged in inperialist bloc-
bui l di ng, sending arns and setting up mlitary bases to threaten
the Soviet Union. Their reaction could be understandably to want
to deny to the U S. the use of the area for mlitary purposes.

To do so, they worked to underni ne governnments whi ch cooperated
with the Americans and sought favor with those who opposed them 2
In the chesshoard view, it would seemin retrospect that

Ameri can di pl omacy, though always backed by the totality of
power, has been dom nant. No country in the region becane a
Soviet satellite in the East European sense; the conbatants
remain two; oil shipments fromthe Persian @Qulf have not been

i npeded; reduced oil production in Iran and Iraq has not had a
negative inpact on world energy supplies; and the superpowers
have, for the nost part, kept aloof. Since the announcenent in

1968 of British withdrawal fromthe area, probably no scenario



for a gulf war has contenpl ated such inconsequence.3 An Anerican
nmust hope that this is because United States policy has stressed
the responsibility of |ocal states and refrained fromactually
noving in, or even really threatening to. One nust al so wonder,
however, particularly in the aftermath of the October 73 war and
the assertion of the "oil weapon,"” if the entire non-Arab world
still fails to recognize the legitinmacy, or perceived |egitimcy
of some of the strongest forces of Arab nationalism- |iberation
i ndependence, unity, recovery of Palestine. Could it be that
these peoples of the Gulf states really have no desire for |ong-
term ties wth any superpower; that, depending on the
circunstances either would suffice as a tenporary partner to
provide the goods, skills, technology, and arns which would
conpl ete the process of emancipation fromall outside influence?
Could it be that the oil weapon was powerful enough that the
super powers coul d be effectively played against each other? Wth
the coll apse of the shah and the rise to power of Ayatollah
Rouhal | ah Khoneini in Iran, the answers to these questions

becane, at |east, nore debatabl e.

THE AYATCOLLAH

Khoneini set forth his policies in a series of |ectures
delivered while exiled to Iraq in the '60's and “70's. For him
the only salvation for Muslins throughout the world fromthe
corrupt and i moral society to which they had been subjected was
to "create a victorious and triunphant |Islamic politica
revol uti on" which would "destroy the heads of treason, the idols,
the human i nages, and the fal se gods which di ssem nate injustice

on earth."4 To do this he called on the religious "ulem' "to



put an end to this injustice and to seek to bring happiness to

mllions of peoples through destroying and elimnating the unjust
governnents and through establishing a sincere and active Msl em
governnent."5 H's theories, if inplenented, would give the ulem

excl usive authority, entrusting themw th "governing and running
the affairs of people.”"6 Inplicit in his position was an intense
opposition to artificially created territorial states, and his
quest for a universal pan-lslanic state under his spiritual and
political |eadership. He and his foll owers believe that the
di vision and fragnentation of Muslins into independent politica
entities is the work of "inperialists and self-seeking rulers."7
Apparently convinced of his role as nmessiah, he said in a speech
on February 11, 1980:
"We will export our revolution to the four corners of the
wor | d because our revolution is Islamc, and the struggle
will continue until the cry of "there is no God but Al ah
and Muhumed is his Messenger' prevails throughout the
world."8
Khomei ni s conception of religion as the driving force
behind Iran's donmestic and foreign policy is dianetrically
opposed to Iraqg's view of it as the Arabs' great cultura
heritage, a part of but subordinate to Arab nationalism In
other words, the Iraqi Baathists believe in separation of church
and state. According to Saddam Hussei n:
"W do not believe in dealing with |ife through religion
because it would not serve the Arab nation. It would only
serve to divide the nation into different religions and
numer ous sects and school s of thought.
Nevertheless, the Iraqgi's were initially hesitant to confront the
new | rani an regi me. Perhaps uneasy with the particularly Iranian

and Shiite nature of the novenent (lran's population is 90 per

cent Shiite, and in lrag to a | esser degree the nmajority is also



Shiite), and perhaps seeing an opportunity to exploit their
recent successes at achieving regional influence, the Baathists
at first hailed the revolution. Hussein noted that Iran's
severance of relations with Israel and Egypt, her abandonment of
the shah's role as the Qulf's policerman, and her wllingness to
join the non-aligned novenent, attested to the new regine's

positive orientation.10

The new Iranian revol uti onary government did not respond
favorably. The Iragi governnent was described as "fascists and
raci sts" who were "fighting Islam"11 Qui ckly, Saddam Hussein
reversed his stand, calling the Iranian "ruling clique" phony and
expansi oni st, and describing Khoneini's religion as "a fake nmask
covering Persian racismand the deep-rooted hatred of the
Arabs."12 A period of fierce repression followed in Iragq. Those
wi th pro-Khoneini views were either inprisoned, executed, or
expel | ed. The Baat hist Party was totally purged, primarily of
Shiite followers. The Iranians protested and threatened
vi ol ence, while concurrently executing thousands of pro-shah
Iranians to consolidate their own power. The border dispute
revived.

On Novenber 4, 1979, amidst the turnoil of the Khonein
takeover and in the wake of Canp David, the United States enbassy
in Teheran was seized, its occupants held hostage for return of
the shah. I n Decenber, the Soviets invaded Afghanistan. Whether
they were trying to rescue a pro-Soviet regi me weakeni ng agai nst
mlitant |Islam or taking advantage of the obviously weakened U

S. position in the region, the world had to accept the fact that



one of Russia's border countries, adjacent to Iran, had been
absorbed. The nove forced the Carter administration to declare
that the United States would resist with all appropriate neans,
including mlitary force, any Soviet nove representing an assault
on Anerican vital interests (presumably in the direction of the
oil fields or the Indian Ccean).

Tensions escalated. |Iraq blamed Iran for failing to realize
that a nore realistic approach to strategic diplomacy was in the
region's best interest, and warned Khoneini to cease his efforts
to subvert the Iraqi government. Iran blaned Iraq for fighting
the undeni able truths of Islam and accused the Baathists of
having failed to support the Pal estinians, a cause that should be
pursued not as an Arab-lsraeli conflict, but as a struggle
between Musline and Zionists led by Iran.13 The Soviets
meanwhil e courted Iran with her vocal anti-U S. sentinment, while
providing arns to lraqg despite the decreasing pro-Soviet stance
of Saddam Hussein. Worried about the hostage crisis, fearing oi
di sruption and regional instability, and not wanting to push Iran
closer to Moscow, the US maintained neutrality.

Early in Septenber 1980, Ayatollah Khouneini sent his
personal greeting, in the formof a leaflet, to Muslins from al
over the world maeki ng the annual pilgrimge to Mecca:

"The Muslins of the world should recogni ze these sowers of

discord and thwart their plots. Si nul t aneously with the

attack by the superpowers on Islamc countries such as

Af ghani stan and the cruel and brutal nassacre of Afghan

Musl i ms who do not want foreigners to interfere in their

affairs, or the United States which has its hand in every

ki nd of corruption; and simultaneously with the genera

attack by Israel on the Muslins of bel oved Pal estine and

Lebanon; and at the sanme time when Israel is busy with its

treacherous plan to transfer its capital to Jerusalem and

when Muslinms feel the need for unity nore than ever, Sadat,

this traitor servant of the United States and friend and
brother of Begin and the forner shah, and Saddam Hussei n,



that |ackey of Anerica, are busy sow ng discord anong the

Musl ins and agree to any crinme ordered by their crimna

master the United States by its repeated attacks on Iran.

Musl i m nati ons shoul d know that Iran is a country which

is formally at war with the United States, and our youths,

our brave arny, our revolutionary guard are defending Iran

against the United States. The clashes in the west of our

country are clashes engi neered by the United States and

at hei st, subservient forces face us there every day."14

On Septenber 22, 1980, Iraq announced that her planes had
hit ten Iranian airfields and that her troops had penetrated into
Iranian territory on three ngjor fronts. A full scale war had
been | aunched. Its purpose, according to Saddam Hussein, was to
bl unt the edge of Khoneini's fundamentalist, backward novenent
and to thwart his attenpt to export his Islamc revolution to

Irag and the Arab Gulf states.

Through at |east five years of buildup and ei ght years of
war, a great deal has occurred, or been alleged to have occurred,
in the world. These are the years, anong other things, of the
Iran-Contra affair. Perhaps a good way to regain a perspective
on this nbst recent period is through a somewhat cursory
chronol ogi cal review of some pertinent events, quotations, add

al | egations. 15

1975
- The Al giers Accord ends Iran's support for the Kurdish
rebellion in NE Iraq, adjusts the land frontier, and fixes

the southern section of the border as the center of the
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1978

1979

1980

Iraq | eads Arab countries in unified denunciation of the

Canp Davi d accords.

Saddam Hussei n says: "The Soviets are our best friends.
The USSR al ways sides with the Arabs. But we shoul d not
fall in love with the Soviet Union if it renounces us."16

Shah of Iran is overthrowm (16 Jan)

Khonei ni returns (1 Feb)

PLO | eader Yasser Arafat is first to visit Khoneini (FEB)
TIME 12/ 8/86. *

Iran servers ties with Israel, and announces support for the
PLO cause.

Skirmi shes and political tension between Iran and Iraq
revive the border dispute.

Sandani sta National Liberation Frdnt overthrows Sonpbza in
Ni caragua (19 Jul)

U. S. enbassy in Teheran and 53 hostages taken (4 Nov).
President Carter declares national energency, freezes al
U.S. held Iranian assets, and bl ocks delivery of mlitary
equi prent to Ilran.

USSR i nvades Af ghani st an

BANI - SADR el ected President of Iran. He says: "Qur
revolution will not winif it is not exported. W are going
to create a new world order in which deprived people wll
not al ways be deprived and oppressors will not always be
oppressors.” WP 2/5/80* It is only through the overthrow of
existing reginmes "that the Arab world woul d change." CSM

2/ 13/ 80



Saddam Hussein told an Arab conference in Baghdad that the
U S. had made "nonthly or at |east yearly attenpts” during
the preceding five years to restore relations with Iraq, but
that Iraq would "continue to view the U S. as an eneny" as
Il ong as Israel occupies Arab territory. AL-THAWRAH 3/23/80
US National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brezinski said on the
"McNei | -Lehrer Report” two weeks | ater

"I't's been our position for quite sone tinme the we neither

depl ore nor fear the Arabic renai ssance. . . W see no
fundanmental inconpatibility of interests between the United
States and lraq. . . We do not wish to continue the

anomal ous state of US-1raq rel ations.

Tariq Aziz, Ilraq's Deputy Premier, is wounded in an
assassination attenpt which Irag blames on Iran; lran steps
up propaganda urging Shiite rebellion; border skirm shes

onti nue.

* (If source is not witten out, one of follow ng abbreviations
be used: = Washi ngton Post; NYT = New York Tines; MH =

M am Herald; LAT = Los Angeles Tines; WB] = Wall Street Journal

BS = Baltinore Sun; CSM = Christian Science Mnitor; SIC = Senate

Intelligence Conmittee Report dated 1/29/87; TCR = Tower

Comm ssion Report dated 2/26/87; NBC = National Broadcasting

Conpany News. See footnote 15.)

Wil l

1981

Fai |l ed hostage rescue attenpt; 8 dead (APR

Iraq abrogates the Al giers Agreenent and invades Iran on
three fronts, including full-scale invasion in the
Khuzi st an provi nce.

Robert McFarl ane, National Security Council (NSC) staffer
arranges covert negotiations with Iranians for rel ease of
host ages. Reagan canpai gn ai des involved. WM 4/12/87
Iragi advances end after six weeks; Iran destroys Iraq's

@l f oil export facilities and cl oses Basra.



- President Carter announces hostage rel ease the day before
Presi dent Reagan's i naugurati on.

- Israel begins shipping Arerican made weapons to Iran (FEB)
VH 4/ 12/ 87

- President Reagan authorizes CIA to organize Contras in
Ni caragua MH 1/18/87

- lranian counteroffensive begi ns (MNAY)

- Israel attacks lraqgi nuclear facility (JUNE). Iraqg accuses
Iran of complicity. Israel justifies attack by claimng
that I1raq would produce nucl ear weapons, not electrical
power . (Since Iraq's relationship with France over the
years is not a subject of this report, it nust suffice to
say that in addition to the necessary backing to build the
nucl ear facility, France provided $7 billion in arnms aid
bet ween 1981 and 1988, one-third of the west's total.)
STATE

DEPARTMENT

- Marine Lieutenant Colonel (then Major) Aiver North joins
the NSC (AUG)

- At the third Islamic Sutmmit, Crown Prince Fahd of Saudia
Arabia, reading a statenment from King Khalid (who created
Saudia Arabia in 1932 after defeating Sharif Husein in
Mecca,) wurged all Muslimcountries to resist mlitary
alliances with the superpowers.17 H's brother Prince Saud
later strongly criticized Oran for participating in the
Rapi d Depl oynment Joint Task Force exercise Operations
Bright Star 11.18

- @il f Cooperation Council (GCC) - forned between Saudia

Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, Oman, and the United Arab



1982

Emrates - establishes new Gulf state unity. GCC supports
introduction into region of U S. AWACS, and acknow edges
that U.S. has relations with some 24 M deast countries, but
notes that anong those, none. has done nore than Israel to:
1. Cause regional instability.

2. Sei ze territory.

3. Remai n diplomatically isolated, regionally and gl obally.
4. Guar ant ee bankruptcy should foreign aid be w thdrawn.

5. Flout the U S. Arms Export Control Actl19

GCC denounces Soviets, not unlike Iran had.

Coup attenpt in Bahrain, blaned on Iran, is foiled.

Prince Fahd of Saudia Arabia stated that despite what was
told to U S. Congress, the AWACS "will deprive Israel of the
el ement of surprise whenever it wants to attack any Arab
country."20

I sraeli shipments of non-U. S arns to Iran begin to take
place, and Israeli "mddlenen" arrange "private deals
involving U S. arnms."” SIC p.2

ClA recruits Adolfo Calero, a Coca-Cola bottling plant
manager from Managua, to head Contras (i.e. N caraguan
Denocratic Front) IH 1/18/87

I srael invades Lebanon (JUN). US nmilitary presence in region
reoriented.

According to Israeli sources, Saddam Hussein says: "Wen
Iraq energes victorious fromour war with Iran, then Israe
will cease to exist."21

Irag withdraws fromnearly all lranian territory. STATE



1983

DEPARTMENT

I rag announces readiness for cease fire.

Shultz succeeds Haig as Secretary of State

In a classic exanple of speaking to please the audi ence, as
opposed to telling the truth, Saddam Hussein says to a
visiting U S. Congressman: "A secure state is necessary for
both Israel and the Pal estinians."22

Sonetime in July, U S. beconmes aware of evidence that Iran
was supporting terrorist groups, including groups engaged in
host age-t aki ng. TCR pB2

I ran begins war of attrition.

U S. enbassy in Beirut bonbed; 17 dead.
U.S. administration |launches Qperation Staunch (an effort to
limt the flow of arns to Iran fromthird countries) after
NSC concludes it would not be in U S. interests for Iraq to
| ose the war. WP 12/10/ 86
Cl A directs mining of N caraguan harbors. TCR p.C2
General Secord retires fromthe Air Force, Robert MFarl ane
i s appoi nted National Security Advisor, and RADM Poi ndext er
is named McFarl ane's deputy.
U. S. ships provide Naval Gun Fire Support in Lebanon
U.S. Marine Conpound in Beirut bonbed; 241 dead.
-- U S. knew Iran ordered and financed t he bonbing.
12/ 7/ 87
-- US sawconplicity (lranian) in this and other
terrorist attacks. TCR
U. S. invades Grenada (CCT) -

UN Security Council Resolution 540 calls for ceasefire; Iraq



1984

accepts; Ilran rejects. Tanker war begins.

Egyptian President Miubarek escorts Jordan's King Hussein to
Washi ngton to urge President Reagan to negotiate with the
PLO ( FEB) 23

Iran invades north of Basra, falling back under
count er att ack. Iraqg uses chem cal weapons, and increases
attacks on shipping at Kharg |sland. I ran responds by
attacking ships. STATE DEPARTMENT

NSC nmenmo reconmends U.S. reevaluate its attitude toward
Iran. It notes that Iran should be viewed as a "nmenace" to
U S. interests and suggests a renewal of covert operations
against it. The neno indicated know edge of exiled |ranians
interested in "installing" a pro-western government in lran
with foreign help. TCR p.B2

Saudi a Arabia asked by CIA to fund contras; they decline.
ClA turns to Israel. Neverthel ess, Robert McFarl ane says,
the Saudi anbassador to the U S. provided at |east $1
mllion per nonth from "personal funds" for two years TCR
p- C5

Ghor banifar, an exiled Iranian busi nessman, begins a series
of meetings ained at bringing the U S. into an arns
relationship with Iran. SIC p.3

U. S. government analysis (OCT) concludes Khoneini's death
was a precondition to changes in Iran and inproved rel ations
with the U S. It also includes the possibility of resum ng
arnms sales to Iran depending on Teheran's "willingness to

restore formal relations." The study conveys "an inpression



Not e:

of Anerican powerlessness to affect changes in Iran" which
woul d continue indefinitely. TCR p.B2

Am dst growing terrorism a Kuwaiti jetliner is hijacked and
forced to Teheran. After 5 days, Iranian security nmen storm
the plane. Four hijackers are captured; two Anmericans are
killed. Iran rejects U S. extradition request.

ClA reports to Adm ral Poindexter that Mijaheddin E. Khal g,
under Soviet influence, is group likely to succeed Khonei ni
inlran. Reassessnment of U S. policy is directed. SIC

In Beirut, Lebanese Shiite mlitiamen lay siege to
Pal estinian settlenments, essentially barricading the

Pal estinians inside to prevent themfromrebuilding their
guerilla forces in Beirut. (The siege did not end until Jan
" 88 when the Lebanese backed off as a show of solidarity
with the Palestinians rising up in the Wst Bank and Gaza
Strip. Syrian sol di ers manned observation posts NYT

1/ 21/ 88)

While not a subject of this paper, the rise of
"terrorisnt over the years played an unquestionable
role in the conduct of foreign policy, of strategic

di pl omacy, of politico-nmilitary affairs. Thi s gross
exanpl e of man's inhurmanity to man demands detail ed
study, but in the broadest sense, it is essential to
renmenber three things:

(1) It is extrenely difficult to negotiate wth a
governnent which, from the outset, denies
conplicity and therefore refuses to di scuss the
matter.

(2) Wen involvenment in a terrorist act is denied and
that denial is not believed, the accuser nust see
it as underlining the perpetrator's desire to

refute peaceful settlenment, indicating that
violence is the only thing to which he wll
respond.

(3) To mmintain a level of rationality, any response



1985

to terrorismnust ask the question: WIL it
achi eve nore than revenge?

Khoneini reportedly directs a sting operation ained at U. S
Israel, and Soviet Union in order to get weapons and
equi prent for Iran. It centered around the | eak of false
reports of his inpending death. U S. News and World Report
3/ 22/ 87

Iraq repul ses an attack north of Basra after the I|ranians
briefly seize the strategi c Baghbad - Basra road. State
Depar t ment

Ni caraguan President Daniel Otega visits Mscow.

Truck bonmb outside nosque in Beirut kills 80, wounds 250.
Pr o- Khonei ni Hesboll ah (Arny of God) is blaned, but denies
responsibility. (The PLO operates in six separate groups,
according to an Israeli opinion, the nost radical being the
Hesbol I ah). 24

A draft National Security Decision Directive (NSDD)
recomends:

that the U S. encourage Western allies and friends to
help Iran neet its inport requirenment so as to reduce the
attractiveness of Soviet assistance and trade offers, while
demonstrating the value of correct relations with the West.
This includes a provision of selected nmilitary equi prnent as
determ ned on a case-by-case basis." SIC pl; TCR pp B8-9.
TWA 847 is hijacked in Beirut and a U S. Navy diver is
killed. Israeli officials ask Ghorbanifar to use his
influence in Iran to obtain the rel ease of the hostages.
After two weeks, hostages are rel eased because of secret
intervention by Rasfanjani, Speaker of the Iranian

parlianment. TCR p B3.

Davi d Ki ntke, director general of the Israeli Foreign



inistry, tells Robert MacFarlane that |Israel has
established a dialogue with Iran. SIC p. 4. Ki ntke seeks
the position of the U S. government "toward engaging in a

political discourse with Iran,” which would ultimtely need
arms to show seriousness of intentions. Iran, Kintke said,
understood it needed to show "bonafi des" and could do so by
rel easi ng hostages in Lebanon. TCR pBl 4.

- lran acquires silkworm mi ssiles from China

- lran courts U S. representatives repeatedly, nmaking them
bel i eve that hostages woul d be rel eased as weapons were
del i vered. Some were, but others were taken. Between 30
Aug 85 and 7 Nov 86, Iran received 2008 TONs and parts for
Hawk m ssil es. I srael provided, U S. resupplied Israel
Sone of the noney that |Iran paid for the weapons was
diverted, in possible violation of US. law, to the
Ni caraguan Contras. TCR, SLC

- MacFarl ane resigns am d cabinet-level turmil as to whether
arns should be sold to Iran, and whether or not there was
such a thing as a noderate factor in Iran

- lIsraeli government enployee alleges Israel is producing
nucl ear weapons. He is later convicted at trial, hel d
behi nd cl osed doors of security violations.

- 1985 U S. policy on lran-lrag war, according to t he
Departnent of State:

"The US has followed a policy of neutrality since t he

begi nni ng of the war. We seek an end to the war that will

preserve the sovereignty and territorial integrity of both

Iran and Iragq. We wel cone constructive internationa

diplomatic efforts for a negotiated concl usi on. The US

remains conmitted to freedom of access to the gulf, a matter

of vital inportance to the international community. The US

does not pernit US arnms and nmunitions to be shipped to
either belligerent and has discouraged all free-world arns



1986

shipnents to Iran because, unlike lraq, Iran is adanantly
opposed to negotiations or a nmediated end to the conflict.

The US has repeatedly condemmed Iraq' s use of chenica
war f ar e.

The US broke relations with Iran in April 1980, follow ng
the Novenber 1979 seizure of the Anerican hostages and US
Enbassy in Tehran. On Novenber 26, 1984, Iraq resuned
formal diplomatic relations with the US, which Irag had
broken during the June 1967. Arab-Israeli war. Thi s

i mprovenent in bilateral relations does not reflect any
change in US neutrality regarding the war."

- lran seizes the abandoned Iraqi port city of Faw
Khomei ni has nmade it clear that he will not honor U N
resolutions, and will not stop the war until the Iraq

regi me under Saddam Hussein is toppled. State Departnent

- lran tells U S officials that it is "terrified of new
Soviet threat” and wants inproved relations with U S. W

3/ 30/ 87

- US bonbs Libya (14 Apr), in part in response to
terrorist bonbing of a West German di sco which injured and
killed U S. servicenmen. U S. linked this to Libya.

- lraq begins air canpaign agai nst econom c targets,
cutting sharply into Iran's oil export level. Iran responds
by broadeni ng the scope of her attacks on Persian Qulf

shi ppi ng, using naval vessels for the first time, and
singling out ships associated with Kuwait.

- lranian Parlianent confirns Beirut newspaper article
which reported that U.S. had supplied arns to Iran.

- lIsraeli Foreign Mnister Peres says arns sale to Iran was
U S. idea.

- Kuwait asked Soviet Union and U S. for help against



I rani an attacks. Bot h responded affirmatively. El event h
hour negotiations result in Soviet role being limted to
three tankers and their escorts. US woul d reflag el even
Kuwati vessels, and protect them

- lranian naval vessel detains and searches a Sovi et

t anker.

1987
- lranian gunboats attack Sovi et merchantship.
- USS STARK is hit by French Exocet nissile accidently
fired fromlraqi aircraft.
- "Operation Earnest WIIl," reflagged tanker protection
begins. Concept includes two AWACS, with fighter protection
of southern one shared by Saudis and U. S. carrier-based
aircraft. At height in fall, 37 U S ships are in the Qulf.
- Supertanker BRI DGETON hit by m ne.
- Violence erupts in Mecca, reportedly Iranian inspired.
Approximately 400 are killed. Saudis go to their equival ent
of DEFCON 2, and launch strip-alert fighters
- Arab consensus condenns |Iran and supports UN called - for
cease fires.
- INF Treaty is signed

- Saudia Arabia and UAE indicate willingness to open

channels to Iran. Syria, however, approaches Iran,

suggesting a di al ogue be opened with the Arab states on the
Persian @ul f that support Iraq Saddam Hussein calls this
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attenpt at "a separate peace" treacherous. W, 2/3/88

1988

- lraqi pipeline affair is alleged with echoes of the Iran-
contra affair. Attorney General Edwi n Meese, his long-tine
friend E. Blob Wallach (a San Francisco | awer), and |srael
busi nessnmen cl ose to Peres were reportedly in cahoots for
over two years in setting up a $1 billion pipeline to the
Medi t erranean Sea (precluding necessity for Iraq to use the
@Qulf) which the Israelis would prom se not be sabot age,
perhaps in return for US paynents to Peres' party. WP

2/ 2/ 88



- Soviets indicate readiness to pull out of Afghanistan
Paki stan presses to ensure no communi st governnent |eft
behi nd, becom ng increasingly concerned about India's ties
with the Soviets.
- Increasing nunber of incidents occur involving Iraq
aircraft and U S. forces.
- U S cuts back presence in Gulf to 24 ships, sending home
battl eship, AEA S cruiser, and mgjor anphi bi ous ship.
- Syria quietly takes credit for forestalling an Iranian
wi nter of fensive. Sovi ets encourage i nproved Syrian-PLO
relations. NYT 1/21/88
- Palestinian uprisings in occupied territories require
increasing level of violence used by Israeli troops to
control. Over 100 Arabs killed in three nonths. U N
denounces Israeli tactics. Anti-lIsraeli sentinents escalate
wor | dwi de.
- A Safavi, spokesman for Peopl es Mijaheddin of Iran
headquartered i n Baghdad, says following in CNN interview on
11 Feb:
-- factional infighting in Iran has intensified.
-- the war is a stalemate
-- Khoneini will fall
-- Khoneini did not lead the revolution, the
Muj aheddi n did, but the shah had nost of them
killed, so Khoneini just filled the power vacancy.
-- Mijaheddin is not Marxi st
-- Since the revol ution began, Khouneini has had
70, 000 of his opponents killed, and has taken
140, 000 political prisoners.
-- The people of Iran want peace and a form of
denocratic gover nnent
-- Anti-US. sentinment is to sone degree existent
because of different historical perceptions, but

the riots and special events are staged.

- U S Palestinian peace proposal presented throughout



M deast by Secretary of State Shultz elicits mxed
reactions. It is apparently based on President Reagan's
1982 concept of "property for peace," a foundation on which
I srael has not recently been willing to negoti ate. (The

i ssue of land for peace, however, appears alnpbst a "given"
and the real question to Israel may be how nuch | and and
wher e. For exanple, Israel is unlikely to accept an
historically hostile force | ocated such that they occupy the
territory adjacent to a 9 nmle wide strip of |land
connecting northern and southern Israel). It also reduces
the five year plan set forth in the Canp David accords to

si X nmont hs.

- U'S. Marine Lieutenant Col onel Higgins, in comand of
UN force in Beirut, is taken hostage. Hesbol l ah is
bl amed. Two days later, Israeli security forces |ocated

LCol Higgins in Beirut, at a location at which rescue was
feasi bl e. In so inform ng President Reagan, Israel also
offered to assist in the rescue The offer was denied. 26
- Cities war begins, with Iraq conducting initial mssile
attack on Teheran, Iran responding in kind at Baghdad, and
the escal ation spreading to other cities.

- lIsraeli Prinme Mnister Shamr visits Washington

Resol ution on Pal estinian peace initiative is not achieved.
- LCol North, Admiral Poindexter, and CGeneral Secord are
indicted for their roles in the Iran-Contra affair.

- 82nd airborne sent to Honduras in show of force after
Sandani stas cross Honduran border

- Saudi s purchase nmedi umrange (1000-1300 miles), nuclear-

capabl e surface-to-surface mssiles fromChina, offering



assurance that they only have the conventional variant, and
they woul d only be used defensively.

- Soviet Foreign Mnister Shevardnadze declines to repeat
his earlier prom se of Soviet wthdrawal from Afghanistan
- Israel accused of planning to strike new Saudi missile
sites as an unacceptable threat. Saudis vow to
counterattack, if necessary, with all remaining mssiles.

- lraqg conducts nassive chem cal attack, perhaps killing
thousands of civilians. Iran's Rasfanjani appl auds US
denunci ation of the attack, even though Iran has al so been
accused of using chem cal weapons.

- Soviets reconfirmplans to w thdraw from Af ghani st an

- Kuwaiti airliner is hijacked. Per petrat ors denand

rel ease from Kuwaiti prisons of their "brothers,"” pro-
Iranian terrorists who were convicted of participating in
the 1983 attacks on U S. and French enbassies in Kuwait.
Kuwait refuses to negotiate. During the 15 day ordeal, two
Kuwai ti passengers are nurdered before negotiations in
Algeria result in release of remaining hostages. The

hi j ackers di sappear

- Khalil al-Wazir, mlitary commander of the PLO (and
subordi nate overall only to PLO chairman Yasser Arafat) is
nmurdered in his hone in Tunisia, reportedly by the MOSSAD,
Israel's intelligence agency.

- USS Sanuel B. Roberts (FFG 58) is severely damaged by a
mne in the Persian Qulf, apparently enplaced by Iran

- In a "neasured response,” U S. warships destroy two

Iranian oil platfornmns. Subsequent naval engagenents



throughout the day result in the destruction or disabl enent
of six lranian vessels.

- lraq recaptures Fao peninsula, gateway to the Shatt-al -
Arab river and the Iraqgi port at Basra, which was captured
by lIranian forced in 1986

- US forces indicate possibility of revised rules of

engagenent in the Persian Gulf which would allow U S.

war ships to protect vessels of any nation

And the conflict between Iran and Iraq continues.
Experts in all fields have drawn various "l essons |earned" from
this conplex political, ideological, and mlitary environnment,
and continue to formul ate opinions on what really constitutes war
in the nodern era. In the purely mlitary, and prinmarily naval
realm the npbst recent engagenent in which alnmost half of Iran's

at sea capability was destroyed in nine hours has underscored one



nost noteworthy, if not gratifying point: high technol ogy weapons
and systens do fulfill expectations. VWhile minor by Wrld War |
standards, the April 18, 1988 confrontation between U S. and
Iranian forces is the nmost significant naval engagement since the
Battle of Leyte @ulf in the Philippines in 1944. It denonstrated
that the accuracy and destructive power of today's weapons do
justify their expense and conplexity.

Coi ncidental |y, Samuel B Roberts, the frigate which hit an
apparently lranian mne triggering the sequence of events | eading
to the recent fight, was al so the nanme of a destroyer escort
which was sunk in the Leyte Qulf. Sanuel Roberts hinself was an
early Pacific theater hero. Ships in those days were built to
fight a different kind of naval warfare. They were heavily
arnored and nost equi prment was either hydraulically or manually
operated. Consequently, those ships could sustain heavy damage
fromeneny gunfire w thout being put out of action. Today' s
ships, on the other hand, are designed primarily as platforns for
the delivery of long range missiles, or for anti-subnarine
warfare, and as a result are crammed with state of the art
el ectronics. These systens, and the people that operate them
are protected by thin alloy hulls, a situation which has often
been criticized, particularly in the wake of the sinking of HVS
Sheffield in the Fal kl ands and the death of 37 sailors when USS
Stark hit a mne in the Persian Gulf. Although such criticisns
are unquestionably valid in sone senses, they also lead to the
necessary recognition of two additional concepts: (1) the object
of modern naval warfare is not solely to sink ships, but rather

to nake a conbatant ship nonconbatant; destruction of electronic



systens, known as "mission kill" effectively acconplishes this
goal wi thout the perhaps unnecessary loss of life (and
expenditure of munitions) nore likely in an actual sinking. (2)
Getting off the first shot is the best tactic. Mdern ships do,
of course, have defensive systens to protect them for exanple,
from an incomng mssile. Survivability, however, is
significantly enhanced by destroying the source of the weapon as
opposed to relying on those defensive systens to perform
perfectly in the final few seconds before inpact.

The difficulty, fromthe American perspective, arises in an
al nost i nbred fear of unnecessarily creating an internationa
incident. While firing first provides an edge, he who does so
nmust be absolutely sure that his actions are warranted, and nust
remenber the crucial nature of nmaking that first free shot count,
because after it's done, | ook out!

6

BUT FUNDAMENTALLY NO FCOUNDATI ON FOR NEGOTI ATI ON

In his State of the Union address on January 25, 1988,

Presi dent Reagan did not nmention the Persian @ulf, lran, Iraq, or
even |Israel. Perhaps the President and his staff felt that any
nmention of these would go too far toward conjuring up visions of
the "lIran-Contra Affair," and generate negative reactions to an
ot herwi se positive, upbeat address. Per haps the President

pur poseful Iy di scussed Ni caragua, Afghani stan, Canada, and Mexico
as the nore critical areas of foreign policy upon which Anmericans

shoul d focus. Per haps, of sinple necessity, he just avoided a



highly controversial range of Mdeast issues which have
virtually eluded all diplomatic effort. Regar dl ess, the fact
remains that the |ifebl ood of western and far-east society and
civilization originates in this region which has been racked by
war for eight years and conflict for forty. This is the only
area in the world where United States naval warships are invol ved
in operations which demand that they regularly steam at "genera

quarters," the highest state of readi ness, in anticipation of
attack. It therefore appears essential that we, the people, and
our governnment as our voice, Vvigorously seek open-m nded
appreciation for the roots of conflict between Iran and Iraq, and

acqui re an understandi ng of what the mandatory quest for M deast

peace invol ves.

NON- CAUSE  CAUSES

If one thing is obvious about Iraqg' s original 1980 deci sion
to attack, it is tinming. The fall in that part of the world is
perfect for infantry maneuver, and in |ate 1980 both superpowers
had apparently focused their attention el sewhere - the Soviets on
Af ghani stan (and Pol and), and the United States on the hostage
crisis and presidential elections. In Iran, Khomeini's new
regi me was perceived as faltering: oil revenues were | ow and
inflation was high; there was open rebellion; and, am dst
count | ess executions of pro-shah officers, the mlitary forces
that had been built up over the years had col |l apsed. 1 Khonei ni
had even found it necessary to create a separate, nore
trustworthy arny, the Revolutionary Guard. And further, lraq had

recently nmade noteworthy progress in establishing itself as a



| eader anobng Arab states, not only against |Israel, but also as an
energent power in the wake of the shah's decline as Gulf
pol i cerman.

But why did Iraq attack? VWhat were, and are Saddam
Hussein's goal's. Dd he knowingly risk oil fields
i nternational disapproval, and donestic unrest, and, if so, why?
Early in the war, opinions in the United States stressed Iraq's
desire to acquire additional oil, export of the Iranian
revol ution, Soviet expansionism and lraqi aspirations to rule
the Arab worl d. O ficial pronouncerments by the warring
countries, however, put the heaviest weight on ancient religious
and political differences, a centuries-old border dispute, and
"U S.-Zionist nanipulation." 2 I ndeed, there are nany
differences between Iran and Iraq to cause a general hostility
bet ween t hem The lIraqgi |eaders are Sunnis Arabs, and pan-
Arabi sts, Wiile the Khoneini followers are Shiites, non-Arabs,
and pan-1slam sts. But today's regines also share nuch. Both
are republics which cane to power through utter repudiation of
nmonarchs; both are non-aligned but have expre ssed distinctly
anti-U S./inperialist sentinents; both are in some form pro-
Pal esti nian; and both have their own concept of how the Arab, or
Musl i mworl d should be ruled - concepts which are pursued through
use of the people as a tool, a neans of achieving governnental
obj ecti ves. In attenpting to understand why the two countries
are fighting, and therefore what m ght determ ne prospects for
peace, consideration nust be given not only to the hostility that
culmnated in war, but also to their conparabl e perceptions of

what determ nes an acceptabl e environnent in which to live



peaceful | y.

Since Iranians inpugned Arabized culture fourteen centuries
ago, cultural antagoni smhas existed between Iran and Irag. To
an lranian, being a Muslimhas never meant |osing one's identity
and becoming an Arab. Wth the establishnment of Shiismas the
Irani an national religion in the sixteenth century, the cultura
rivalry and national polarization between the Persians and Arabs
was shar pened. The existence of Shiite shrines and a Shiite
majority in Iraq have historically furthered Iran's interests,
and bitterness. 1n general, the thought, culture, and | anguage
of the two peopl es evolved along different paths, both with proud
tradition. These factors in Iranian and Iragi thinking and
history - their heritage - cannot be changed; a solution to them
cannot be found. Wi | e they undoubt edly exacerbated rel ations
bet ween the two countries - such notions do appeal to patriotic
tendencies - it just does not seem possible that they al one
caused Baghdad to attack in Septenber 1980.

In a nodern sense, the Sunni-Shiite antagonism coupled wth
the particularly Shiite nature of the Khomneini revolution, could
lead to the conclusion that Iraq attacked in a preenptory nmanner
to prevent Khoneini from gaining enough power to influence Iraq' s
primarily Shiite popul ation. In fact, other Arab countries
expressed concern in this regard, reflecting a vast Khonein
i nfluence and a definite respect for the subversive potential of
fundanental i st, Khoneini-backed Shiite groups. Nevert hel ess,
fear of a widespread Shiite rebellion does not appear to account
for Irag's decision to go to war with Iran. Even if the Iraq

governnent initially felt that it could topple Khoneini before



the Shiites could respond, it would not have | aunched its primary
attack fromthe nost heavily Shiite region in Iraq, the south,
and woul d net have indiscrimnately killed Shiite civilians in
Iran. These are not the actions of a government fearful of the
eneny's influence over its popul ation. Conparably, if lran
provoked the war, any expectation Khoneini m ght have had of a
spont aneous uprising of Shiites did not materialize in Iraq; nor
did an Arabistic uprising in southern Iran where the popul ation
is heavily Arab. 3 Again, even the power of |slamwas not great
enough to overcone the nationalistic drive to fight for one's

horrel and.

The possibility of outright and subversive Soviet
expansi oni sm ever-so-dominant in U S. and nbst western foreign
policy, cannot be ruled out in this conflict. The Soviets did
provide Iraqg with the majority of its weapons, did invade
Af ghani stan at a tine of significantly decreased U.S. influence
in the region, and did court Iran's new regine. As the war
dragged on, however, it became increasingly apparent that they
had no nore success than the United States in establishing a
truly influential position with either of the warring countries.
A Decenber 1986 State Department current policy report offers the
foll owi ng assessnents of U.S. and Soviet policy in the region for

compari son

Sovi et

"...to establish and broaden its relations and influence
with the Gulf states...” and "counter U. S. regional rela-
tionships.. .who are positioning thenselves to energe as the

maj or extraregi onal power in the post-Persian Qulf war
period."



u. S

protect our interests (by) ensuring that (the Persian
@ul f) does not cone under the domination of a power hostile
to the United States, our Western allies, or to our friends
inthe region. W do not want the Soviet Union either to
control directly or increase significantly its presence or
i nfluence over the region
THE BORDER
The intractable Shatt-al - Arab boundary question has been a
source of conflict for centuries, whether on its own, or en-
tangl ed with other contentious issues. To lraq, the geographica
reality is that this river is her one viable outlet to the sea
and therefore vital to her national security, both politically
and econonical ly. The problemis that |Iraq has viewed her
unrestricted and excl usive sovereignty over it as essential and
historically right. Wen Iraq granted Iran half of the river in
1975 in return for an end to the mghty shah's support for the
economically and politically crippling Kurdish civil war, it may
have appeared to be a small price to pay. But the | eaders of
Iraq, and its people, nust have felt profoundly humliated. At a
time when the Baathists were attenpting to encourage interna
accord and a strong Arab-nationalist ideology, albeit with
ruthl ess tactics, this was devastating: they were sl apped by
superior mlitary mght and superpower influence. When Iran's
mlitary forces began to decline a few year later, Iraq renounced
the 1975 treaty, and a few days before all-out attack, abrogated
it, claimng the Shatt as "totally Arab and totally lragi." 5
The Shatt is unique in the Mddle East. Wth virtually
every other nodern boundary drawn by twentieth century col onia

admini strators, no other border has a record so | ong and enoti on-

al. It has becone a source of national pride, as well as vita



interest.6 Wiile clearly not the only, or even the ngjor
vi abl e solution can and nust be found before a | asting peace can
be achi eved. There are northern boundary di sputes, but it is
the Shatt that is crucial. Even recent efforts to divert oi

t hrough pi pelines across the desert to the Mediterranean do not
reduce substantially the essential nature of addressing this

source of ancient hostility.

| RAQ  ASPI RATI ONS

They existed before the war, played an al nbost unquestionable
role in its beginning, continue today, and perhaps should be
absol utely no surprise. Iraq's Baath party is "uni que anong
third world states in that it has a foreign policy based on
clearly articul ated ideol ogi cal foundations."7 Though | ong-
treated as inconprehensible by nost westerners, the fact is that
it is perceived United States inperialism- an apparent policy of
extending a nation's authority by territorial acquisition or by
the establishnent of economic and political control over other
nations - which the Baathists believe is in direct confrontation
with their ideals. To them this threat is enbodied in and
synbolized by Israel. "Wat we nean by an inperialist country,"”
noted the political report of the Ei ghth Regi onal Conference of
the party, "is the United States in particular and those countr-

ies in cooperation with U S. polices of aggression.” 8 The sane
report further stated that the Iraqi's "opposition to the

i mperialist countries does not prevent us fromdealing with them
in matters which are in our national interest."9 Simlar

policies toward the Soviets are recorded.

As the chanpi on of Arab nationalism the Baathists have



suffered and struggled not only through the humliating Israel
defeats, but also through continuous internal unrest and even
civil war. Donesti ¢ econonic prograns have floundered, and
relati ons with nei ghboring countries, though inproved after
initial deterioration, indicate half-hearted support. Efforts to
consolidate and retain power renmain brutal, with execution and
assassi nation perfectly regular nmeans of elininating interna
adversaries. Reportedly, Saddam Hussein is so paranoid in this
regard that he transfers his mlitary officers too frequently for
coalitions to form and so ruthless that he even strangled an
opponent with his bare hands. 10

The Baat hists nmay even have initially viewed the Iranian
revol ution as yet another inperialist attenpt to destablize Iraq
and bring about the downfall of the regine.11 Regardl ess, in
the wake of the unified Arab rejection of the Canp David accords
and the weakening of Iran, Iraq had an opportunity to assert
itself as a domi nant gulf power which was al nbst too good to be
true. By elimnating the threat to regi onal governnents, lraq
could emerge as a positive contributor to Gulf security and
stability. A hei ghtened view of the regine abroad would al so
engender increased credibility and stability at home. By seizing
the Shatt-al-Arab in the process, the Baathists could appeal to a
patriotic issue, and guarantee the country's ability to capital-
ize on the oil profits so necessary to inprove the donestic
situation. 1In all the regine would energe as powerful, ready to
proceed in its quest for Arab unity.

As the war progressed to a protracted stal emate, nost Arab

states began to provide Iraq sonme assi stance. It has becone



wi dely, but quietly accepted that, despite any ill-conceived
initial lraqgi aspirations, the Khomeini revolution threatens the
regi onal status quo to such an extent that victory by lranis in
no one's hest interest.12 In this sense, Iraq has | ong since
succeeded in establishing itself as a viable defender of Arab
causes, while inproving relations with the U.S., and with nany
nei ghbors previously considered hostile. On the other hand, Arab
states have neither united in any plan to offensively elininate
Iran's governnent, nor actually supported with armies lIrag's
def ense. Rat her, while applauding Iraq's agreement to a cease
fire, they have renmined content to let Iraq fight Saddam
Hussein's war, taking whatever steps deemed necessary to protect
their own interests. Recent newspaper reports indicate that
both the Syrians and the Saudi s have approached Iran to offer
hel p in negotiating the peace. Perhaps the majority of the
Arabs are cautious because, while they want regional peace, they
have not forgotten the platformon which the Baathists rose to

power. Neither can we.

THE REAL FUTURE

What ever Khoneini's initial intent, he nowrejects al
peaceful overtures and insists upon the elimnation of Saddam
Hussein from power as a precondition to negotiation. H s views
of politics as a struggle between the forces of good and evil, of
life as one of either true faith or atheism and of the future as
necessarily a period of reversion, are all highly conplicating
matters by no means conducive to political conprom se, or even
cease-fire. So the war goes on, and people die, and the rest of

the world provides the weapons and follows the reports in daily



nedi a. Sone even say that the continuation of hostilities, at

| east while the current regines are in power, is preferable to a
negoti at ed peace which could offer either the opportunity to
refocus his radical tendencies, on israel for exanple. Shouldn't
we, at mininmum concentrate on achieving a stronghold of Arab
support for Israel's right to exist before worrying about Iran
and Iraqg? A solution to the Pal estinian problem ni ght take sone
i npetus out of the war anyway. And as long as the oil keeps
flowi ng, why not |let them destroy each other since, as Henry

Ki ssinger said, "the best news would be if they both | ost?"13

Unfeeling though Dr. Kissinger's quip may seemin terns of
the incal cul abl e devastati on and death w ought on both countries
by the war, it nay be just that perception that Iran and Iraq
will continue to face in the foreseeable future. There sinply
appears to be fundanmentally no foundation for negotiation, no
envi sioned concept of peace which would be politically,
econom cal ly, and ideologically acceptable to all concerned.

One distinct advantage to witing about this in-progress
war, particularly as an amateur, is the opportunity to decide
that it would be sonewhat presunptuous to offer conclusions, or
proposed sol utions to probl ens which have el uded t he best of
m nds. The war between Iran and Iraq does, however, reenforce a
coupl e of broad historical |essons. The first is realistically
no nmore than a remnder of the futility of attenpting to resolve
political problenms by sheer nmilitary force. Wth the Arab-
israeli situation, the Anerican experience in Vietnam and now
the Soviet failure in Afghani stan as backdrops, the Iranian-Ilragq

war again vividly denonstrates that military conflicts are no



| onger viable nechanisns for settling political disputes.
Nei t her power can defeat the other decisively and inpose its own
ternms indefinitely. Even if one country were to achieve a
puni tive peace on the other, that peace would be fragile and, at
best, temporary. It would just be a matter of tine before the
vanqui shed state would rise up to rid itself of unwanted
dom nation, and redress its perceived grievances.

Finally, another historical remnder. It was perhaps Lord
Pal merston, a former British Foreign Secretary, who first pointed
out that nations have no permanent friends, only permanent
i nterests. The history of the Mdeast is filled with tes-
timonials to this notion. Today, despite highly touted ideol ogi-
cal differences, |Israel sells arns to Iran while allegedly
supporting an Iraqi pipeline venture (conceivably, all with U S
support); both warring countries purchase arns from China, the
Sovi et Union, and France, anong others; and the superpowers take
what ever steps necessary to protect their interests at all
l evel s. Notably, notwithstanding the current U S. policy toward
Iran and American abhorrence of Ayatoll ah-backed terrorism it is
secret that a Soviet attack into Iran would nmost likely result in
an i nmedi ate change in the alliance structure. W would defend
Iran. This is the type of strategic dilema which shapes the
affairs of the entire region

Wth all this in mnd, and an eye towards a real future, it
i s perhaps the perspective fromwhich Anerican interests are
vi ewed abroad which should concern us. History has taught the
wor |l d about colonialism about subnersion. To many, the
theoretical Anerican concept of a global alliance based on free

trade, conprised of free nations who are nutually cooperative and



allied in defense of their individual freedom sinply nmay not
seemrealistic. Perhaps the real challenge is to find a way to
convi nce people that, despite the historical perspective
surroundi ng nati ons which negotiate froma position of absolute
mlitary power, and despite any perceptions our previous actions
may have caused, the Anerican goal is truly to seek an environ-
ment in which all can live and let live, in peace and free.

NOTES

| feel obligated to point out that after conpleting the
readi ng associated with a project of this nature, one naturally
begins to accept certain thoughts, concepts, and opinions of
other nore | earned scholars. This is a research paper, and while
every effort has been nade to use a footnote in each appropriate
case, sonme phrases and ideas, often repeated by various authors,
may be included w thout footnote, despite not being origina
thought. Further, in all cases where a "private conversation,"”

or "personal source" is noted, | gave ny word that individuals,
or organi zati ons woul d not be naned. They are all highly
credi bl e.
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